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Foreword

This tools manual, Learning from Clients: Assessment Tools for Microfinance Practitioners,
has been a long time coming. We think it is worth the wait. As is obvious by its sheer size,
this manual contains a wealth of material to guide those seeking to apply the client
assessment tools it describes. But the uniqueness and real strength of the tools lie in the
vision—shared by donors, evaluation researchers, and practitioners—that guided their
development. A sometimes disparate group, represented by USAID, the AIMS (Assessing the
Impact of Microenterprise Services) Project team, and the Small Enterprise Education and
Promotion (SEEP) Network, came together to agree that the field needed a mid-range
approach to impact assessment that is cost-effective, useful, and credible. The tools and their
use, described in great detail in this manual, are the outcome of that inspirational
collaboration.

At its inception in 1995, USAID’s AIMS Project was a minority voice defending the value of
impact assessment in microfinance. Improving institutional performance, gaining access to
capital markets, and achieving scale are some of the themes that eclipsed impact assessment at
that time. Six years later, we are pleased to report a marked shift in attention to and interest
in understanding the actual impact that microfinance programs are having on clients. The
AIMS Project has been actively cultivating this renewed focus on clients through evaluation-
related research that spans a wide range of approaches—from *“high tech,” large-scale,
longitudinal studies in three continents to the practitioner-friendly tools described in this
manual.

These tools represent a breakthrough of sorts. Formerly, the discourse on impact assessment
in microfinance was primarily between the donors, policymakers and researchers. The former
funded them; the latter did them. The practitioners’ role was largely passive. Most impact
assessments were marked by a dichotomy: large scale, rigorous, and costly or low cost,
methodologically weak, and of questionable validity. Seeking to fill a gap in the territory of
the middle ground, the AIMS Project has brought practitioners to the table to articulate their
needs and has encouraged researchers to adapt their methods to go “down market.”

Today, impact assessment is no longer peripheral to the field of microenterprise development.
The audience is the industry broadly defined—practitioners, donors, policymakers, and
researchers. Dual goals are driving the growing interest in the new world of impact
assessment in microfinance—traditional accountability to donors and other stakeholders on



the one hand, and improved program management (including services and products) on the
other. As recipients of grant funds, microfinance institutions (MFIs) often are required to
prove that their programs are contributing to the donors’ strategic objectives and that the
funds have been “well spent.” At the same time, practitioners’ interest in ensuring that their
products and services are responsive to clients’ needs indicates a management purpose for
impact assessments. The AIMS tools meet both of these objectives.

It is important to take note of the lengthy and in-depth process of consultation and field
testing, reflection, and improvement that has led to the product contained in this manual. The
process was led by a core team of SEEP Network private voluntary organization (PVO)
practitioners. It was supplemented by the guidance of AIMS researchers and USAID, and it
engaged nongovernmental organizations (NGO practitioners of microfinance in six sites
around the world) as testers, trainees, and early users. Out of this pooling of diverse
experience, skills, and sheer hard work has emerged a document that offers several critical
advances in the practice of mid-range impact assessment:

e Detailed guidance—written by and for practitioners—for planning and implementing
impact assessments and for analyzing all data generated;

e A coherent set of quantitative and qualitative tools that address the most common
hypotheses that undergird microfinance programs;

e Clear explanations of indicators and measures used, along with supplementary
discussions of additional sets of potential interest to individual users, and

e Methods that provide information on impact and client satisfaction and that result in
specific feedback for program improvement.

In short, the manual offers practical, detailed, step-by-step guidance to interested and
committed organizations willing to invest staff time and a moderate amount of financial
resources to gain a deeper understanding of their programs. What it does not purport to be is
easy. But for readers willing to invest their intelligence and energies, the manual can offer
significant rewards. One early collaborator, the Organizacion de Desarrollo Empresarial
Femenino (ODEF), for example, was able to document that its existing clients had
significantly larger sales volumes, profits, and savings than those just entering the program, a
result that increases with time spent in the program. Having also identified divergence
between staff and client assumptions about program efficacy, the organization introduced
new loan products (emergency loans and fixed asset loans), along with more attractive
policies and procedures (reduction in fees, more flexible terms and conditions) aimed at
increasing client loyalty to the program.



In closing, we acknowledge and celebrate the contributions of the many talented individuals
who have been involved in this effort, particularly those from the SEEP Network’s Evaluation
Working Group who designed the tools package and implementation protocols. We also
acknowledge those from the microfinance institutions in Honduras, Mali, Bolivia, Peru, the
Philippines, and Eastern Europe who have used them and advised on their improvement;
those individuals include Helen Todd (CASHPOR), Iris Lanao (FINCA in Peru), Miguel
Navarro (ODEF in Honduras), Carmen Velasco (ProMujer in Bolivia), Madame Ballo (Kafo
Jiginiew in Mali), Liz McGuiness (Save the Children) and Suzy Salib (Opportunity
International), as well as their staff who spent long hours in the field with us. Carolyn Barnes
of Management Systems International (MSI) has served as a faithful reader and advisor to the
manual’s writing team. Her expertise and objective insights have improved the quality of this
product. Finally, our sincere thanks go to USAID missions in Peru and ENE for their financial
and logistical support of our efforts to apply these tools. Creating this manual has truly been
a global endeavor, combining some of the best talent working on impact issues in the
microenterprise field today.

Experience has already shown that this manual serves as a template to be adapted; we
welcome new versions of the tools, as well as recommendations for improvement. We expect
that learning about impact assessment in the microfinance field will accelerate as others build
upon the work offered here; and with it will come greater insight about the outcomes of
microenterprise development as practiced today, as well as how to improve it. Together, let us
use this fine work to stimulate further initiatives in impact assessment, and let us use the
results to deliver improved services to our customers—the poor, who deserve only the best.

Elaine Edgcomb
The Aspen Institute (former Executive Director of the SEEP Network)

Monique Cohen
USAID
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Learning from Clients: Assessment Tools for Microfinance Practitioners is a manual to help
practitioners assess their clients. Its core is a set of five assessment tools that practitioners can
use to gather information about their programs-information that is useful for impact
assessment, market research, and improving program products and services. Accompanying
the tools are step-by-step instructions for using them, starting with initial preparations and
ending with data analysis. The manual was developed by the SEEP Network as part of the
PVO (private voluntary organization) and NGO (non-governmental organization) component
of the larger AIMS (Assessing the Impact of Microenterprise Services) project funded by
USAID." It was developed by and for practitioners and, as such, responds to the particular
needs and challenges they face in determining how their programs and services are affecting
their clients.

1.1 From Impact Assessment to Market Research

One of the first challenges is to answer the basic question: Why assess impact? In the context
of the rapid growth and evolution of the microfinance industry, this question is not a simple
one, and its answer has not always been obvious. Some contend that determining impact-the
causal link between program interventions and observed changes—is simply too difficult to do
with any credibility. Some leaders in microfinance, including donors, have argued that
specific efforts to measure impact are not necessary because microfinance programs are self-
evaluating. This line of thinking contends that the success of any program is best measured by
its financial performance—growth and quality of the loan portfolio, client retention, and
profitability. If clients keep coming back, they value the program; and if the program
continues to serve clients efficiently and profitably, it obviously is doing a good job.

However, accepting program performance and growth as proxies for impact probably tells us
more about the lender than the borrower. Similarly, the current industry search for “best

! The Small Enterprise Education and Promotion (SEEP) Network is an association of more than fifty U.S. and
Canadian NGOs that work with hundreds of local organizations throughout the world on microenterprise
development. SEEP engages in research, documentation, and training activities aimed at improving member practice.
Other partners in the AIMS Project were Management Systems International, Harvard University, and the University
of Missouri.
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Chapter 1

practices” is oriented toward institutional performance rather than the best possible
outcomes for poor families. Yet, many practitioners of microfinance are keen to understand
their clients. Committed to the related goals of poverty alleviation and development, they
need to know what difference their programs are making and for whom. To ensure progress
toward their overall goal, practitioners need answers to the following five questions:

Who are the program’s clients?
Are clients benefiting from participation in the program?
When does impact occur?

P w DN PR

Where does impact occur? For the individual? In the enterprise? In the
family/household? In the community?
5. Are the program’s products and services the right ones for these clients?

The desire to understand clients is expanding practitioners’ agenda beyond impact as they
look from what has occurred in the past to what should change in the future. Gaining an
understanding of how clients interact with microfinance products and services will help
practitioners evolve their programs in response to clients’ preferences and needs. Achieving
this end involves more than identifying change and linking it to program participation; the
process of understanding clients spans a continuum from impact assessment to market
research.

Why market research? Growing acknowledgement of the importance of understanding clients
and their needs-even by those who embrace institutional performance as the best indicator of
program impact-is largely motivated by a commercial concern for the bottom line. Today,
microfinance institutions (MFIs) are businesses that, in several countries, are competing with
others for the same clients. Although programs have long realized the financial benefits of
holding onto existing clients, they no longer can take for granted their ability to do so. In some
countries, the rate at which clients leave programs is much higher than ever anticipated. As a
result, MFIs are interested in market research that will help them better understand what
their clients need and how best to serve them—to keep existing clients and attract new ones.
SEEP’s approach, detailed in this manual, contains elements of market research that build
on practitioners’ traditional strengths in listening to and learning from their clients. These
elements of market research have the dual goals of proving program effects and improving
program services.

Learning from Clients: 1-4 Introduction
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1.1.1 Determining Impact

Located on one end of the client assessment continuum (see Figure 1-2), the concept of impact

consists of two interwoven threads: 1) the changes that occur in clients’ lives, their

enterprises, their families/households, and their communities; and 2) the extent to which the

identified changes are related to clients’ participation in the microfinance program.

Establishing impact essentially is making a credible case that the program led to the observed

or stated changes, meaning that the changes are more likely to occur with program

participation than without program participation. It does not imply that the changes always

occur from program participation. Rather, establishing impact increases the probability that

the changes will occur as a result of program participation (Rossi, 1989).

However, the type of change we are looking for can occur for multiple reasons, many of which

are not related to program interventions. Figure 1-1, “A Simple Impact Assessment Model”,

shows how these factors can influence program impact and highlights the challenges of

definitively attributing observed changes to program participation.

Agent
(Project or Program)

Figure 1-1

A Simple Impact Assessment Model

External
Factors

Impacts

Mediating
Variables

Mediating Variables: Factors that enhance or constrain opportunities for
change but are not directly linked to the program intervention, such as gender
of client, number of household members, and price of enterprise inputs.

External Factors: Phenomena that cause or lead to changes, irrespective of the
program, such as an increased level of household income due to increases not
associated with the client’s activities, or macroeconomic conditions.

Learning from Clients:
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Chapter 1

1.1.2 Towards Market Research

Given these challenges, some argue that impact evaluation requires rigorous academic
research that meets established standards of evaluation practice. Yet, such research is both
too costly and impractical for most practitioners. Focusing on how clients use and benefit
from program services, program managers need information that is relevant, timely, and
attainable. They need rapid feedback to respond to market changes, new economic
opportunities or short-term disruptions linked to natural and civil crises. In short, research
activities along the entire continuum are needed to respond to different constituencies. Figure
1-2 indicates where the AIMS -SEEP tools fit on this continuum.

Figure 1-2
Client Assessment Continuum
IMPACT EVALUATION | MARKET RESEARCH
longitudinal, multi-year rapid assessment
large sample sizes AIMS- client feedback
control groups SEEP client preferences
complex analysis TOOLS client decision-making

Of the five tools outlined in this manual, only two focus on identifying actual impact of
program interventions. Although each of the remaining three have specific objectives, they
address questions about how clients manage financial resources, how they use program
services, and their level of satisfaction with those services. As indicated in Figure 1-2, these
practical questions place the AIMS-SEEP tools in the middle of the client assessment
continuum.

1.2 The SEEP Approach: Responding to the Challenge of
Practitioner-Led Client Assessment

The high standards of academic research are beyond the reach of most practitioners. Their
challenge is to find an acceptable balance between the quality of an impact assessment

Learning from Clients: 1-6 Introduction
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(credible, objective, valid, and thorough) and its cost (measured by time, financial resources,
and expertise). This is the task that the SEEP Network took on in designing the tools in this
manual. The SEEP team has tried to convey the basic standards of impact assessment to
adequately guide the users of these tools.

1.2.1 Concepts Underlying the Approach

At the time the SEEP Network began this work in 1996, it took an approach with three
underlying concepts: (A) the client assessment must be relevant, (B) the assessment exercise
must be feasible for practitioners, and (C) the approach must address the challenges of
credible, quality assessment.

A. The Client Assessment Must Be Relevant

The first concept demands that the client impact assessment must be relevant to what
practitioners want and need to know. SEEP believes that two basic questions define the
desired relevance:

1. What is the effect, or impact, of program services on clients?
2. How can the program be improved?

In short, practitioners want to prove the value of their intervention, and they want to improve
the performance of their programs.? This definition of relevance has led SEEP to combine
strong elements of classic impact assessment with a market research component.

B. The Exercise Must Be Feasible for Practitioners

The second guiding concept focuses on the feasibility of the assessment. SEEP is committed to
an overall approach that offers simple and cost-effective strategies for busy and cost-
conscious practitioners. The team made many decisions to balance feasibility of
implementation with credibility of results. Because the five tools presented in this manual can

Learning from Clients: 1-7 Introduction
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be used in any combination that corresponds to program resources, the approach can be

adapted to meet a range of costs, skills and time.

C. The Approach Must Address the Challenges of Client Assessment

The third concept is that the approach must address the principal challenges to practitioner-

led assessment: focus, skills, objectivity, and attribution. Balancing quality and costs, SEEP

has addressed each of these challenges, as outlined on the next page.

Focus:

Skills:

Objectivity:

Attribution:

To ensure a focus on the most important issues of client assessment, SEEP
convened a diverse group of its member agencies to select a set of hypotheses
that reflects their priorities. The tools are designed to test only these
hypotheses. (However optional and alternative hypotheses are available in
Chapter 4-C and 4-D, respectively)

Before carrying out the evaluation, the staff undergoes intensive training and is
closely supervised during the event.

Four factors in the approach ensure objectivity: (1) the evaluation team is
thoroughly trained prior to collecting data and well-supervised during the
process; (2) program staff carry out the evaluation but do not interview those
clients with whom they work directly; (3) random sampling is used to select
sites and clients for the evaluation; and (4) quality control of the data is done
both in the field and again before analysis.

The approach allows users to develop credible associations between what they
have done and the results they perceive, rather than to attempt to prove
causality. A comparison group of incoming clients who have not received
program services lends greater credibility to the results.

2 It is impossible to definitively prove impact. Rather, the goal is to present a credible case showing that the changes
are associated with program participation. When used in this manual, the word prove is a code word for that linkage.

Learning from Clients: 1-8 Introduction
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Some will contend that these steps are not sufficient to guarantee objectivity, ensure quality
data collection, or link inputs with results. However, based on what practitioners need from a
client assessment, and how they use its results, AIMS-SEEP accepts some basic differences
between a ““scientific’” assessment and one that is feasible for practitioners to implement and learn from (see
Figure 1-3, Scientific vs. Practitioner Assessment).

Figure 1-3
Scientific vs. Practitioner Assessment

Scientific Assessment | Practitioner Assessmenit

Attribution Credible association
Rigor Consistent, coherent
Controls Comparison
Complex Simple

1.2.2 The Process Behind the Approach

The first step in designing an evaluation approach by and for practitioners was to convene
members of the SEEP Network to determine the practitioners’ needs and priorities for
evaluation tools. This evaluation working group debated the purposes of a practitioner-led
assessment, its focus, and its necessary characteristics. Working with AIMS researchers and
the conceptual model of the family/household economic portfolio (see chapter 2), members
achieved consensus on hypotheses and related indicators that would serve as the basis for the
tools design. Many of the conceptual underpinnings outlined above result from their
experience and contributions.

A smaller design team, composed of staff from SEEP member agencies, developed drafts of
both quantitative and qualitative tools, which were vetted through SEEP’s evaluation working
group. The design team eventually selected a set of five tools: Impact Survey, Client EXit

Learning from Clients: 1-9 Introduction
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Survey, Use of Loans, Profits and Savings Over Time, Client Satisfaction interview, and
Client Empowerment.

Finally, the tools were tested in two sites: with the ODEF (Organizacion de Desarrollo
Empresarial Femenino) in Honduras in September 1997 and with Kafo Jiginiew in Mali in
March 1998. Reports from these two field tests are available from the AIMS project.® The
tools underwent significant revisions based on these two experiences and have since been
adapted and used by practitioners in Peru, Bolivia, Morocco, Ivory Coast, the Philippines,
and Eastern Europe.

1.3 The Tools

The SEEP team settled on the following set of five tools—three qualitative and two
guantitative—all of which are included in this manual (see chapters 4 through 8).

D Tool 1. Impact Survey

The principal quantitative tool in the set, the Impact Survey, comprises thirty-seven questions
that test all of the SEEP hypotheses. It is administered to a sample group of clients and a
comparison group.’ To simplify the task of selecting the latter group, the team made an
innovative decision to use a random sample of incoming clients—those who have chosen to
join the program but who have received no services to date. The assumption is that those
choosing to join the program are similar to existing clients in terms of demographic
characteristics, motivation, and business experience, and thus offer an appropriate and
easily identified comparison group.

® Practitioner-Led Impact Assessment: A Test in Honduras and Practitioner-Led Impact Assessment: A Test in Mali
are available from the AIMS home page (http:\\www.mip.org) or by contacting USAID’s Development Information
Services Clearinghouse at 703-351-4039.

* A report entitled Guidelines for Microfinance Impact Assessments (Barnes & Sebstad, 2000) discusses the pros and
cons of not including clients who have left the program.

Learning from Clients: 1-10 Introduction
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|:| Tool 2: Client Exit Survey

This short survey, a quantitative tool, is administered to clients who recently have left the
program. Its purpose is to identify when and why clients left the program and what they think
its effect on them has been, as well as its strengths and weaknesses. Practitioners like this tool
because it is simple to use and provides valuable information. Many now use it regularly, as
part of a program monitoring system.

D Tool 3: Use of Loans, Profits and Savings Over Time

This qualitative tool is an in-depth individual interview focusing on how the client has used
his or her loans, business profits and savings over time. Its multiple purposes include
determining how loan use and allocation decisions change over time, as well as documenting
changes in the individual borrower, enterprise, family/household, and community that are
associated with participation in the program.

D Tool 4: Client Satisfaction

This qualitative tool is a focus group discussion that explores clients’ opinions—what they
like and dislike—of specific features of the program, as well as their recommendations for
improvement.

D Tool 5: Client Empowerment

This qualitative tool focuses on women clients and uses an in-depth interview to determine if
and how women have been empowered by their participation in the program. Clients are
asked a series of questions about themselves, their enterprise, their family/household, and
their community at different points in time (past and present). The tool includes a
methodological option to use self-portraits as a way to initiate this discussion.

Learning from Clients: 1-11 Introduction
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1.4 Using the Tools

141 ADAPT!

Overall, this set of five tools offers many possibilities to the user. Although each tool
complements the others, and although all tools have been tested as a set, they can be used
individually or in any combination. Some institutions are starting from scratch and are
looking for a whole approach to client assessment; others already have a sophisticated
monitoring and evaluation system in place and are interested only in one specific tool. A
priority on improving services over identifying specific impacts (and vice versa) will influence
which tools are used. This manual supports such a modular approach to the tools; each tool
has its own chapter, which contains the tool itself and a complete step-by-step guide to its
application.

That said, these are NOT *“off-the-shelf”” tools. The first rule with all of them is “ADAPT!”
As written, the tools serve as solid, tested models; but they are not ready-made for all
situations. Each tool must be adapted to the specific circumstances in which it will be
applied. These adaptations will vary from slight changes in wording of the questions or their
pre-coded answers to significant alterations in the methods proposed for administering the
tools. As long as these adaptations retain the sound practices and standards for evaluation
that are incorporated in the original, the results will be just as valid and the adapted tools
will contribute to the growing body of practical experience on impact evaluation.

While exploring the tools in this manual and considering their relevance to the evaluation
needs of your program, stay focused on what it is you want to know. Keep your “eyes on the
prize”—that is, design your assessment—choose the tools and adapt them to meet your needs
and to ensure that the job gets done. Even though these tools reflect many decisions in favor of
simplicity and feasibility, it is still easy to get carried away by the desire to gather more data
than you can use.

Learning from Clients: 1-12 Introduction
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1.4.2 Use the Findings to Help Manage the Program

Each of the tools in this manual helps you collect distinct kinds of information ranging from
impact to client feedback that is part of market research. Figure 1-4, “Impact Assessment
and Client Satisfaction™, distinguishes the two categories of information. While you may need
assessment results to answer to donors, politicians or other stakeholders, the findings can and
should inform your own managerial decisions. Experience has demonstrated that the
combination of program impact with elements of market research is useful to program
managers who want to maintain or improve program performance (measured by quality,

growth, and income) by maximizing its effectiveness.

Figure 1-4
Impact Assessment and Client Satisfaction

Impact Assessment Tells Us Client Satisfaction Tells Us

e How client enterprises have evolved | e Client perceptions of how loan products

(scale, skills, income, assets); and services suit their needs; and
e Whether changes are evident in e How a program’s products and services
family/household welfare (housing, can better serve client’s needs.

education, assets, diet); and
e Whether identified changes can be
linked to participation in the program.

e How length of program participation | ¢ Which clients leave the program;
is associated with impact. e When clients typically leave the program;
e Why clients leave; and
e If and why clients would return.
e How loan size and terms are e Clients’ perception of loan product
associated with impact. features.
Learning from Clients: 1-13 Introduction
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While this set of tools integrates assessment with market research on clients’ reactions to the
program in order to improve it, every finding does not necessarily indicate a needed change in
the program. On the impact side, some results, particularly negative or neutral ones, may be
influenced by the economic environment (for example, limited markets)—something that
program services cannot address. On the client satisfaction side, clients will commonly
express dissatisfaction with aspects of the credit methodology that may be in place explicitly
to reduce the lender’s risk and therefore cannot or should not be changed. When findings from
both sources of inquiry converge and reinforce each other, however, change is clearly
indicated. Figure 1-5 describes such a situation with the Mali test results.

FIGURE 1-5

Loan Size in Mali

When evaluation findings indicated that enterprise returns were as much as six
times higher in towns than in small villages for clients having participated in the
program the same amount of time, management was propelled to consider
different loan policies for urban and rural credit associations. For town-based
clients, larger loan sizes, both in the first and subsequent loans, may help them
expand faster, taking advantage of the commercial opportunity in the area. In
addition to responding to clients’ demands, this change would produce higher
program revenues from towns that could partially subsidize outreach to more
remote villages where loan sizes need to be lower.

Learning from Clients: 1-14 Introduction
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Figure 1-6, “Potential Managerial Decisions Motivated by Evaluation Findings”, summarizes
some of the changes indicated by assessment findings from Honduras, the Philippines and
Bolivia.

Figure 1-6.

Potential Managerial Decisions Motivated by Evaluation Findings

ODEF (Honduras) — 1998

Direct Changes Indirect Changes
1. ODEF introduced new loan products including emergency 1. Management introduced a thorough
loans for current clients, consumer loans and, after retraining for staff to correct their
Hurricane Mitch in 1998, renovation loans. inconsistencies in applying program

policies, which they learned about only as
a result of intensive exposure to clients
during data collection.

2. In response to client complaints about supervision from
credit officers, ODEF has become more flexible about the
client load that credit officers are expected to carry; it now
recognizes that overall program performance can be 2. Management shifted staff via promotions
compromised by a sole focus on efficiency. and demotions to achieve a better fit of

tasks and individual skills.

ASHI (Philippines) — 1999

1. Assessment findings suggest potential for several new loan 1. Although ASHI encourages graduation to
products including: larger loan sizes, it discovered that field
managers often reduce the size of loan
requests. Given the evident need for and
b) Family loans on which hushands could draw to upgrade benefits of larger loans, ASHI needs to
their transport and fishing businesses; understand the barriers clients face in
trying to borrow the amounts they need.

a) Fixed asset loans;

¢. Home repair loans—ASHI learned that its clients are
putting large amounts of money into home renovation.
In order to retain this capital for productive uses, ASHI
might consider allowing earlier and easier access to
House Repair loans to clients in good standing.

2. Upgrade savings services: ASHI was surprised to learn that
most clients save, but not with ASHI. It is considering ways
to keep voluntary deposits confidential and safe from group
pressure to use them to cover arrears.

ProMujer (Bolivia) — 2000

1. ProMujer hired a nurse practitioner to staff its centers upon
learning that clients were not accessing health services.

2. Concerned about clients’ debt burdens revealed by the
assessment, ProMujer offered a new training program on
debt to help clients understand the implications of borrowing
more than they can repay, and in particular how the credit
bureau works.

Learning from Clients: 1-15 Introduction
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The actions suggested by assessment results highlight the practicality of this approach. It
enables managers to quickly get information that is directly relevant to decisions they face
about program policies and operations. In addition, experience to date has shown that, once
assigned to new geographic and programmatic areas for data collection, both managers and
staff learn about aspects of the program they do not know well from their daily work and thus
gain new understanding and insights that influence their thinking.

To provide an understanding about the starting point for the tools design team, the next
chapter outlines both the conceptual framework and the specific hypotheses that guided the
SEEP team. Chapter 3 provides an introduction to quantitative and qualitative methods,
including guidance for interviewers that applies to all the tools. Chapters 4 through 8 each
are dedicated to a distinct tool. Chapter 9 provides information about scheduling a tools
application, while the appendices provide guidance on topics such as reporting on the
findings and using applicable computer software.

Learning from Clients: 1-16 Introduction
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Chapter 2
The AIMS Impact Assessment Process

Good impact evaluations are grounded in a conceptual framework that provides a kind of
road map to the paths of impact. The SEEP Network benefited from the conceptual
framework elaborated by AIMS researchers to assess how microenterprise programs
contribute to enterprise stability and growth, family/household security, individual well-
being, and the economic development of communities (Sebstad, et al., 1995). The concepts
articulated in this framework suggest numerous propositions or hypotheses about the types of
impact and changes made possible by microenterprise interventions.

In addition to these impact hypotheses, SEEP integrated a focus on client satisfaction in
response to its mandate to develop an approach to client assessment for practitioners.
Because how a program is implemented can affect its ultimate impacts, practitioners need to
learn from their clients whether the program is “working” for them and how it might be
improved. The goal is to combine client impact and client satisfaction information to account
for and ultimately improve program impact.

This chapter explains the conceptual framework underpinning SEEP’s choice of hypotheses;
it also distinguishes impact and client satisfaction to help users fully understand the two
fundamental elements of this approach; and finally, it highlights its managerial implications.

2.1 The Conceptual Framework

The AIMS conceptual framework places the family/household at the center of its analysis.*
Because the microenterprise is firmly embedded in the family/household, especially among
poorer families, searching for impacts requires an examination of the full range of
family/household economic activities. How the microenterprise fits into overall economic
strategies depends on the following factors:

'This summary of the AIMS conceptual framework is excerpted from Sebstad, Jennefer, Catherine Neill, Carolyn
Barnes, and Gregory Chen, Assessing the Impacts of Microenterprise Interventions: A Framework for Analysis
(1995), available on the AIMS Project Web site, www.mip.org.
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e The composition of the family/household, which will vary in different locations and
cultures. Family/household composition and relationships affect how microenterprises
are managed, as well as how their benefits are allocated. It is therefore important to
understand the nature of family/households within the program’s communities as a
foundation for determining where and how impacts might appear.

e Decision-making within the family/household about investments and the selection of
productive activities. Some decisions are made jointly by husband and wife (or other
combination of adults managing the family/household); others are made separately.
How resources flow into the family/household and who controls them are affected by
gender, age, and status; such issues can generate cooperation or conflict affecting, in
turn, both the outcomes and beneficiaries.

o How the family/household is linked externally to larger social networks through which
it gives and receives resources.

Because the microenterprise is intimately connected with the family/household, it cannot be
analyzed as a separate, distinct entity. The framework posits that impact occurs in different
areas connected to the family/household:

e At the family/household level, microenterprises contribute to net increases in
family/household income, asset accumulation, and labor productivity. Income
invested in assets such as savings and education increases family/household economic
security by making it possible to meet basic needs when the flow of income is
interrupted.

e At the enterprise level, impact is represented by changes in income, employment,
assets, and volume of production.

e At the individual level, change is measured by the clients’ capacity to make decisions
and investments that improve business performance and personal income, which in
turn, strengthen the family/household economic portfolio and often translate into
personal empowerment.
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e At the community level, microenterprises can provide new employment opportunities,
stimulate backward and forward linkages to other community enterprises, and attract
new income from outside the community. To the degree that the poor benefit from such
increased economic activity, microenterprise interventions can have additional equity
impacts.

These relationships clarify paths of impact by which microenterprise interventions can
contribute to the goals of poverty alleviation and economic growth:

e Family/households improve their economic security;

e Enterprises become more stable and even grow;

e Individuals increase their control over resource allocations and improve their well-
being; and

e Communities develop economically through enterprise activity that provides goods and
services, attracts income, and creates jobs.

To assess change within these pathways or relationships, the framework defines ““domains of
impact” at each level, which are portrayed in Figure 2-1. Within each domain, markers of
change, or indicators, must be identified to measure impact. For example, at the level of the
enterprise, financial change can be measured by changes in income or business assets. These
markers of change can function alone as an indicator of impact, or they can be assessed in
combination to capture such things as (1) the movement of family/households toward (or away
from) greater economic security, (2) the progression of enterprises between stages of
development, (3) changes in individual well-being, and (4) changes in community
development.

Learning from Clients: 2-5 The AIMS-SEEP Impact Assessment Process
Assessment Tools for Microfinance Practitioners



Figure 2-1

AIMS Conceptual Framework:
Levels and Domains of Impact

Community Level
Domains of Development (4)
e Employment and Income

Forward and Backward Linkages

Household Level
Domains of Household Security (3)

Income * Assets
Expenditures

Enterprise Level

Domains of
Development (5)

e Resource Base

e Production Process

e Management

e Markets

e Financial

Performance

Individual level
Domains of Well Being (3)
e Control of Resources
e Leverage in

Decision Making
e Community Participation

e Social Networks
e Civic Participation
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[] 2.2 The SEEP Hypotheses

FIGURE 2-2
What is a Hypothesis?

“In terms of project design, [a hypothesis] refers to a presumed correlation
between outputs (causes) and effect, and between effect and impact. For
example, a common hypothesis is that the provision of sources of clean water will
lead to a reduced incidence of water-borne diseases. If a hypothesis cannot be
accepted (e.g., by citing research literature or evaluations of projects where this
hypothesis was proven under essentially similar conditions), it may need to be
tested as part of a project’s evaluation design.”

Barton, Tom. (1997). Guidelines to Monitoring and Evaluation: How are we
doing?

This conceptual framework suggests a long list of hypotheses about the impact of
microenterprises on family/households, individuals, and communities. Using this list as a
starting point, the SEEP Evaluation Working Group debated, defined, and selected a set of
hypotheses that members believe are the most relevant for a broad range of practitioners.?
These core hypotheses are outlined in Figure 2-3, The SEEP Impact Hypotheses. Together,
the tools use practical, meaningful, and valid indicators to measure change vis-a-vis each of
these core impact hypotheses.®

% The results of this meeting are discussed in “PVO/NGO Tools for Household and Business Impact Assessment:
Report of a Planning Meeting,” by Elaine Edgcomb; MSI, Washington, D.C. Available on www.mip.org.

® The hypotheses presented here are only one set of possible hypotheses that evaluators might want to test. They
represent consensus among practitioners when SEEP began to design these tools.
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FIGURE 2-3
The SEEP Impact Hypotheses

At the enterprise level

Participation in the program

Hypothesis E1 increases enterprise income.

Hypothesis E2 leads to changes in business practices associated with increased
profitability.

Hypothesis E3 assists clients to survive periods of reduced cash flow.

Hypothesis E4 over a period of years increases enterprise assets.

Hypothesis E5 leads clients to diversify economic activity.

At the family/household level

Participation in the program:

Hypothesis H6 leads to increases in household income.

Hypothesis H7 over the years leads to increases in household assets.

Hypothesis H8 leads to increases in household welfare (in such aspects as education,
housing, food security).

Hypothesis H9 leads to an increase in the household’s effectiveness to cope with

emergencies.

At the individual level

Participation in the program:

Hypothesis 110 increases the entrepreneur’s ability to negotiate with others (suppliers,
customers, landlords, family members).

Hypothesis 111 leads to the client’s increased role in decision-making.

Hypothesis 112 increases the client’s control over economic resources.

Hypothesis 113 leads to increased personal savings.

Hypothesis 114 increases confidence and self-esteem.

At the community level

Participation in the program:

Hypothesis C15 leads to reducing problematic child labor in the enterprises of the clients.
Hypothesis C16 leads to increased participation in community activities.
Hypothesis C17 leads to increased paid and unpaid employment in the clients’
community.
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Figure 2-4, “Markers of Change™, outlines a participatory exercise that can help clarify a
program’s own impact pathways.

FIGURE 2-4.
Markers of Change

This is a participatory exercise that rapidly solicits the group’s observations about program impacts. It
can also highlight consensus about what impacts are seen most often.

Step 1:
Distribute markers and approximately eight large-size (3” x 5”) stick-on notes to everyone present.

Step 2:
Create headings on a chalkboard or wall that read “Family/household Level,” “Enterprise Level,”
“Individual Level,” and “Community Level.”

Step 3:
Starting with the “Family/household Level,” ask everyone to consider what two changes they see clients
of the program experiencing at the level of the family/household.

Step 4:
Allow a few minutes and then ask people to come to the front of the room with one of the changes they
have identified and post it under the heading.

Step 5:

Read through the answers and group common types of changes. Remove repeat responses. Ask people
to add the second change they identified if they do not see it already listed. Repeat for each level.
Summarize the major changes observed at each level.
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2.3 Selecting Tools

The AIMS-SEEP tools can be used all together, individually, or in any combination. Many
factors will influence which tools you decide to use and when you use them. In choosing tools
you will have to answer:

e Who are our key stakeholders and what do they want to know?
e What are the hypotheses we want to test?

e Which tools focus on these hypotheses?

e What is the budget for this impact assessment?

e What is the time frame for collecting and analyzing data?

Any organization contemplating an evaluation must decide which impact domains and
hypotheses are most relevant to its program. Although those proposed here reflect the
consensus of a diverse group of practitioners, they need to be tailored (refined, reduced, or
expanded) to reflect each program’s focus, clientele, and services. The greater the number of
hypotheses one chooses to test, the more extensive the assessment effort will need to be.

Figure 2-5 links each of the five AIMS-SEEP tools with the hypotheses it tests. Because each
qualitative tool focuses on a subset of the hypotheses, consider choosing only those most
relevant to your hypotheses. Although the Impact Survey tests most of the SEEP hypotheses, it
is divided into seven modules so that users can choose to use only those that correspond to
relevant hypotheses (See Chapter 4, Part D, “Adapting the Survey 7).
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Figure 2-5
AIMS-SEEP Tools and the Hypotheses They Test
TOOL HYPOTHESES
Impact Survey E1: Increases enterprise income

E2: Changes in business practices associated with increased profitability
E3: Increases ability to survive periods of reduced cash flow

E4: Increases enterprise assets

H6: Increases income

H7: Increases assets

H8: Increases welfare

H9: Increases ability to cope with emergencies

113: Increases personal savings

C15: Reduces problematic child labor in client’s enterprises

C17: Increases in paid/unpaid employment in client’s community

Exit Survey Tool tests NO impact hypotheses;
Its purpose is to find out when and why the client left the program, as well as
what its impact has been.

Use of Loans, E1l. Increases enterprise income

E2: Changes in business practices associated with increased profitability

E3: Increases ability to survive periods of reduced cash flow

E4: Increases enterprise assets over time

E5: Increases diversification of enterprise activity

H6: Increases income

H7: Increases assets

H8: Increases welfare

110: Increases the entrepreneur’s ability to negotiate with others
(suppliers, customers, landlords, family members)

I11: Increases client’s role in decision-making

[12: Increases client’s control over economic resources

113: Increases personal savings

Profits and Savings
Over Time

Client Satisfaction Tool tests NO impact hypotheses;
Focus Groups Its purpose Is t.o determ'lne client satlsfacfclon with program products and services,
as well as solicit suggestions for program improvements.

Client 110: Increases the client’s ability to negotiate with others (suppliers,
Empowerment customers, landlords, family members)

I11: Increases client’s role in decision-making.

112: Increases client’s control over economic resources

I14: Increases client’s confidence and self-esteem.

116: Increases client’s participation in community activities

Learning from Clients: 2-11 The AIMS-SEEP Impact Assessment Process
Assessment Tools for Microfinance Practitioners




Chapter 2

Program managers who give priority to market-oriented information-client demand, client
satisfaction, and unmet needs based on how clients use financial services-may be more drawn
to the tools that provide more of that type of information: the Use of Loans, Profits and Savings
Over Time; the Client Satisfaction Focus Group, and the Exit Survey. But if impact data is
needed to demonstrate program effectiveness to Board members, politicians, donors or
community supporters, managers may be more interested in the Impact Survey, the Client
Empowerment tool and the Use of Loans, Profits and Savings Over Time tool.

In addition to selecting tools that best serve the objectives of the client assessment, managers
will have to consider the resources and time they can dedicate to the exercise, which can
range from simple to complex. The impact survey yields the most wide-ranging data, offering
guantitative analysis of impact on sample groups of clients and non-clients. For those drawn
to quantitative data, it is the first and sometimes the only tool that is used. Yet, the survey is
perhaps the most complex and time-consuming tool to use. Experience has demonstrated that
it often requires the assistance and coordination of external technical expertise. For these
reasons, some choose not to use it at all. Figure 2-6 contains two stories about how different
organizations chose their tools.

Figure 2-6

Two examples of tools selection
ProMujer — Bolivia
Since 1999, ProMujer has conducted two impact assessments. For the first one in El Alto (La Paz),
staff used all five of the AIMS-SEEP tools after adapting them to better fit their program and assessment
objectives (e.g., They changed the tools to measure the impact of ProMujer’s health education and
health services component). However, for the second exercise with clients in Cochabamba, ProMujer
staff chose only two of these tools — the Impact Survey and the Exit Survey. Several factors explain this
choice: 1) Their priority was to demonstrate impact, and the organization had already obtained
valuable program feedback from the first assessment; 2) they needed to collect and analyze data with
less money and less time; and 3) based on the experience in El Alto, staff had designed their own tools
to complement the two surveys.

Fundacion 4i-2000 — Nicaragua

This affiliate of World Vision conducted a client assessment in December 2000 using the Client
Satisfaction Focus Group and the Use of Loans, Profits and Savings Over Time tools. The
organization’s choice of these two tools was influenced by both its mission and its human and
financial resources. Its goals were to determine the extent of client satisfaction, identify how to better
serve clients, and learn how to remain competitive in an increasingly competitive market. The client
satisfaction tool would not only serve these goals well-it was also feasible in terms of both the technical
skill and logistical effort required to administer it. The Use of Loans, Profits and Savings Over Time,
also easy to use, would enable the organization to understand both the clients’ financial strategies for
investing program loans and the impact of those loans.
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Quantitative and Qualitative Methods

As outlined in the previous chapter, the AIMS-SEEP approach to impact assessment by and
for practitioners combines quantitative and qualitative techniques. The Impact Survey and
Client Exit Survey are categorized as quantitative tools because they collect standardized
information by asking exactly the same questions to clients or ex-clients and organizing their
answers into quantifiable response categories. The individual Use of Loans, Profits and
Savings Over Time and Client Empowerment interviews and the Client Satisfaction focus
group discussions are qualitative instruments that gather more detailed information through a
more flexible, in-depth dialogue with clients. AIMS believes that these two categories of tools
are complementary, each providing different types of information that enable evaluators to
gain a more complete, richer picture of impact than would be possible with only one.

This chapter’s overview to quantitative and qualitative approaches presents the differences
between the two techniques. It also offers guidelines for those aspects and tasks that are
common to both quantitative and qualitative tools, such as interviewing tips, translation and
field testing. The interviewers’ roles and responsibilities for both quantitative and qualitative
techniques outlined here apply to all the corresponding tools presented in this manual.
Finally, Appendix 3.1 offers a useful form that evaluators should use with both quantitative
and qualitative tools.

3.1 Quantitative? Qualitative? What Is the Difference?

This section explores the differences between quantitative and qualitative methods. One
point of view is presented in Figure 3-1, “Quantitative versus Qualitative Indicators.”

Ficure 3-1
Quantitative versus Qualitative Indicators

“More tends to be made of the distinction between qualitative and quantitative data than is
warranted. Not everything that is important can be counted, and much that can be counted is not
worth knowing. .... The quantitative-versus-qualitative debate is not an either/or question.... Within
the context of USAID’s performance-based management systems, the choice of more quantitative or
qualitative indicators involves trade-offs among practicality and cost, objectivity and comparability,
and the directness or validity of the measure.”

Excerpt from Performance Monitoring and Evaluation TIPS, Guidelines for Indicator and Data Quality,
No. 12, (1998).USAID Center for Development and Information and Evaluation.
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The quantitative approach, with proper sampling, allows for the measurement of many
subjects’ reactions to a set of questions. Because each question has a limited set of answers,
the results can be compared and analyzed statistically; they also can be generalized to a
larger population within known limits of error (Warwick and Lininger, 1975; Patton, 1986).
Qualitative methods provide the context within which one can more fully understand those
results. They capture what people have to say in their own words and describe their
experiences in depth. Qualitative data provides the texture of real life in its many variations;
it gives insight into the reasoning and feelings that motivate people to take action. In short,
guantitative methods are standardized, systematically obtained succinct responses from as
many clients as possible. A qualitative approach provides greater richness and more detailed
information about a smaller number of people (Patton, 1986). Which approach is more
appropriate for any given evaluation exercise will depend on its specific objectives. Given the
relative strengths and weaknesses of the two approaches and the varied purposes they serve,
good-quality impact assessments increasingly employ both methods.

Figure 3-2, “Differences Between Qualitative and Quantitative Inquiry,” outlines some of
the differences between qualitative and quantitative inquiry with examples from the tests of
the AIMS-SEEP tools.*

3.2 Quantitative Methods and the
Quasi-Experimental Approach

In the early decades of evaluation and social science research, a quantitative, quasi-
experimental design predominated, and many practitioners still associate good evaluation
practice with this method. Drawing its basic statistical and experimentation techniques from
agricultural research, this approach determines a program’s effectiveness through rigorous
comparison of a ““treatment™ group (those receiving program services) and a ““‘control” group
(those not receiving services). ? (Patton, 1986). The sample or standard survey is its most
common data collection instrument. Experimental design does offer options that differ in the
degree of rigor required in the selection and composition of these groups, but its *““scientific”
features include the following:

! Although the small sample sizes cited in this table were sufficient for the purposes of a test, an actual application of
the tools to evaluate a program would require larger sample sizes. See chapter 4, part E, for guidance on sampling.

% For example, plant crops are pre-tested and then given different treatments. Post-test quantitative comparisons of
growth or yield indicate the relative efficiency of the different treatments.
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e [tis “deductive” in that specific research hypotheses and main variables are specified in

advance of data collection:;

e Respondents (both treatment and control groups) are selected according to random
sampling methods that enable results to be generalized to the wider population targeted
by the evaluation (for example, all program clients);

e Results are quantified and analyzed using tests of statistical significance that permit
comparison of treatment and control groups, ideally with pre- and post-test measures.

These features provide findings with a high degree of credibility for many decision-makers.
The weakness of the approach is the difficulty of establishing controlled conditions in the real
world and its insensitivity to complexities and subtleties in human interaction (Stecher and
Davis, 1987).
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FIGURE 3-2

Differences Between Qualitative and Quantitative Inquiry

Qualitative

Examples from the tools tests

Quantitative

Examples from the tools tests

Lower number of
respondents.

Honduras and Mali,
approximately 12 clients per
individual tool and 6 focus
groups.

Higher number of
respondents.

In Honduras and Mali between 72 and 96
respondents were included in the Impact Survey.

Open-ended questions and
probing yield detailed
information that
illuminates nuances and
highlights diversity.

Use of Loans, Profits and
Savings Over Time tool
demonstrates the diversity and
complexity of how clients vary
their loan activities over time.

Specific questions obtain
predetermined responses

to standardized questions.

Impact survey results reported the percent of
clients who believed their enterprise income had
increased in the last year and whether
significantly more clients than non-clients
reported increases.

Data collection techniques
vary.

Focus group discussions and in-
depth individual interviews.

Relies on surveys as the
main method of data
collection.

Impact Survey and Client Exit Survey.

Control group not required.

In Honduras and Mali, only
participants’ views obtained.

Control or comparison
groups required to
determine program
impact.

Comparison groups were composed of incoming
clients who had not yet received program
services.

More focused
geographically (limited use
of vehicles).

Specific locations identified for
special characteristics; for
example, urban vs. rural,
vendors vs. manufacturers.

More dispersed
geographically (more use
of vehicles).

In Mali, three categories of communities (towns,
large villages, small villages) with three categories
of clients (one-year, two-year, and incoming).

More varied techniques in
data analysis.

Simple content analysis is
applied with the Use of Loans,
Profits and Savings Over Time
and Client Empowerment
tools, with a focus on grouping
similar responses.

Relies on standardized
data analysis.

Use of Epi Info software to report descriptive
statistics (prevalence and means) and to test for
statistically significant differences between
sample groups.

More suitable when time
and resources are limited.

Interviews took one to two
hours to conduct, but fewer

were done.

Relies on more extensive
interviewing.

Impact Survey takes 45-60 minutes with each
client and done with large number; Client Exit
Survey takes 25 minutes.
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Qualitative

Examples from the tools tests

Quantitative

Examples from the tools tests

Empowering and
participatory.

Asks for participants’
reflection on their experience.

Not empowering.

Areas of inquiry are predetermined.

Sampling depends on what
needs to be learned.

Clients selected by key
variables; for example, gender,
time in program, type of loan
obtained.

Sampling focus is on
probability and
“representativeness”.

Considerable effort to randomly select clients
within stratified samples to ensure
“representativeness” of results and
comparability of sample groups.

Provides information on the
application of the program
in a specific context to a
specific population.

In Honduras, the Use of Loans,
Profits and Savings Over Time
tool highlighted differences
between individual and village
bank clients.

More likely provides
information on the broad
application of the
program.

In Mali, stratified samples clarified differences
between rural and urban areas, but responses
also pooled for general comparison to non-client
group.

Explores causality.

Generates hypotheses.

Suggests causality.

Tests hypotheses.

(Patton, 1990; Gosling and Edwards, 1995; Carvalho and White, 1997)
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Of the two AIMS tools categorized as “quantitative,” the Impact Survey is more influenced
by this tradition and approach. Within the basic framework of the quasi-experimental
approach, SEEP has chosen the most practical options. To provide valid evidence of program
impact, the survey addresses selected hypotheses and measures predetermined outcome
variables. Survey results are quantified and comparisons made between randomly selected
clients (the treatment) and a comparison group of incoming clients using statistical tests.
While the Client Exit Survey also quantifies responses, its purpose is to systematically
document the experience of ex-clients rather than test specific impact hypotheses.

The validity (accuracy) and objectivity of any quantitative-oriented evaluation will be highly
dependent on the following five issues:

1. Whether its hypotheses, design, and findings are based on an in-depth understanding of
the clients (or subject of evaluation, the treatment), the impact processes, and the possible
effects of external factors;

2. Whether the sampling methodology is randomized and therefore likely to provide
representative results;

3. The quality of the data collection instrument (the survey);

4. The quality of the data collection process, including interviewer technigue and
supervision; and

5. The quality of the analysis (including data coding, cleaning, inputting, and analysis).

Can practitioners, skilled in the daily routines of providing financial services to
microentrepreneurs, possibly satisfy these criteria? Issue #1 above underscores the
importance of tailoring the survey instrument to the specific program, its context, and the
impact questions. Here, practitioners’ in-depth knowledge of their programs is a real
comparative advantage. A challenge, on the other hand, is the common lack of formal
research skills among program staff to effectively handle issues #2-5 above. Many of these
skills are introduced in this manual. Guidelines for sampling are offered for each tool in
subsequent chapters. In our experience, practitioners can follow these guidelines to construct
a valid sample if they take the time. Because issue #3-he quality of data collection-is critical
for both quantitative and qualitative methods, it is addressed in this chapter with general
guidelines for interviewers and in each tool chapter with directions specific to that tool.
Adapting the tools are addressed in each chapter, as is data analysis.
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3.3 Qualitative Research

While quantitative research is considered by some to be the “scientific”” approach to
evaluation, others contend that qualitative research, rich in its exploration of experiences,
opinions, feelings, and knowledge, tells us more about what is really going on. Three of the
tools in the AIMS-SEEP set are qualitative. Each focuses on a specific impact. The “Use of
Loans, Profits and Savings Over Time” tool tells how the client used a loan to pursue
economic or other goals. The Client Empowerment tool seeks to understand the changes in
clients’ self-esteem as a result of participation in the program. The Client Satisfaction tool
identifies what clients like and dislike about the program in order to improve it. Each
expands and enriches information also collected by the Impact Survey.

Qualitative instruments can take many forms, but those included in this manual are semi-
standardized, open-ended interview guides to be used with individuals or groups. These
guides contain a written list of questions that need to be covered with all clients in a
particular order to reduce the likely variation among interviewers. Conducting these in-depth
interviews requires many of the same skills and abilities of survey interviewing. There are,
however, three critical differences:

e The in-depth interviewer must be able to probe more deeply, adding open-ended questions
as appropriate to follow the line of the interview as it evolves with the respondent.

e In focus group interviews, the interviewer must be able to facilitate a small group process,
ensuring that all participants have an opportunity to provide their thoughts and
comments.

e The interviewer must be able to take copious notes, using the respondent’s own words as
much as possible. Tape recording an interview is advised to help capture everything that
is said.

Four methods, all of which are incorporated in at least one of the tools, are presented in this
section: (1) individual interviews, (2) focus group interviews, (3) PRA techniques, and
(4) observation.

Learning from Clients: 39 Quantitative and Qualitative Methods
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3.3.1 Individual Interviews

A qualitative interview with an individual is based on a semi-structured interview guide or
set of questions that explore a specific topic. These questions are “categorical” questions;
each one targets a different category of information related to the topic. The interviewer asks
all clients about each category of information. But with each question, explore the answers,
seeking greater detail with more questions. These subsequent questions are also called
“probing” questions. Categorical and follow-up, probing questions should elicit lengthy,
detailed responses.

3.3.2 Focus Group Interviews

Focus groups are small groups of people (usually between six and twelve) who are invited to
discuss a predetermined topic for a specific amount of time. (Gosling and Edwards, 1995;
Butler, 1991) Typically the participants have knowledge and/or experience with the topic. If
choosing individual clients to form a focus group, consider selecting those who are not afraid
to speak up in a group and respect others’ right to participate. Programs using group lending
methods, however, may find it more practical to use existing borrower groups as their focus
groups. In such cases, select the groups to reflect the characteristics to have represented in
your sample (such as rural vs. urban; gender, age). The number of groups selected to
interview will depend in part on the diversity sought.

To facilitate a focus group, two people are required—a facilitator and a recorder. The
facilitator leads the discussion, ensuring that it moves forward, stays focused on the topic,
and involves everyone. The recorder writes down everything that participants say.

3.3.3 Participatory Rapid Assessment

Participatory Rapid Assessment (PRA) techniques (1) empower participants with control over
the research process, (2) open communication, and (3) make evaluation research more
interactive. (Narayan, 1996) To use these techniques successfully, a workshop setting is used
rather than the individual interview. Workshop activities engage clients in the exploration of
their ideas using drawing, stories, and theater, encouraging them to go deeper into their
experiences and to challenge themselves to identify significant changes that have occurred in
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their lives as a result of program participation. The researcher must go where the client wants
to go and enter the world of the client’s experience to ““see” the program as the client sees it.

The Client Empowerment tool includes an option for using PRA in its application.

3.3.4 Observation

Observation is a key ingredient of all qualitative research. A researcher will interview or
facilitate and observe, simultaneously. The purpose of observation is to try and confirm or
elaborate on responses a client has provided in the interview.

Keen observation is an important tool for identifying apparent contradictions—those
instances when what the client says in response to a question stands in marked contrast to his
or her behavior or demeanor, to what you have heard informally about this client, or to his or
her surroundings. Look for these indications and nonverbal cues that something is not quite
right about the client’s response. Let your observations inspire your probing.

3.4 Guidelines for Interviewing

Many of the rules and techniques for collecting data through interviews are the same for
guantitative surveys and qualitative in-depth structured conversations with individuals or
groups. Survey interviewers administer the same set of questions in a consistent way to all
selected respondents. Qualitative interviews, in contrast, seek more detail from respondents.
While qualitative interviewers should follow a set of common questions, the answers they get
lead them to probe in different ways for more information. This section presents a step-by-
step guide to the interview process, rules governing good interviewing, and instructions for
probing. While most of this information applies to both research methods, some differences
are noted.

3.4.1 The Quantitative Interview

The key parts of the interview are (1) introducing the interview, (2) asking interview questions
(the core interview), (3) ending the interview, and (4) conducting the post-interview. A guide
to each of these parts is provided below. (Frey and Oishi, 1995)
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Introduce the Interview

Introduce yourself by full name and identify the sponsor of the survey.

Explain the purpose of the survey, what kind of information is being sought, and
how it will be used.

Verify that the right person has been reached.

Stress the confidentiality of the interview, the voluntary nature of the client’s
participation, the approximate length of the interview, and the fact that the client
will have the opportunity to ask questions.

Ask permission to proceed with the questions.

Ask Interview Questions

Ask each question exactly as written.

Listen actively to determine what is relevant.

Record the answers in the boxes and other spaces provided for each question.
Probe to increase the validity, clarity, and completeness of the response.

Avoid any unnecessary or overly enthusiastic reinforcement, such as, “Oh, that’s
very good!!”

Never suggest an answer.

End the Interview

Thank the respondent. Tell him or her again how important the information is that
he or she has provided; that it will help the program to understand better its clients
and how to serve them.

Answer any questions or concerns the respondent may have about the interview or
the content of the survey.

Conduct the Post-interview

Proofread the completed questionnaire to find and correct errors, clarify
handwriting, and add clarifying notes.
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3.4.2 Interviewer’s Roles and Responsibilities

Survey interviewing is akin to a fine-tuned theatrical play, from its scheduling and costumes
to the actual performance. The timing of an interview is very important; it should take place
at a time of day that is most likely to be convenient to the respondent.

Your appearance can also help ensure positive and open communication. Consider how
respondents might react to how you look; strive to dress in a simple, inconspicuous, and neat
manner. (Warwick and Lininger, 1975)

But most important is the art of interviewing itself. It is true that the interviewer must ask the
questions exactly as written, and in the order presented. That seems pretty clear and
straightforward, so why call it an art? While following the rigid rules of asking the questions
exactly as they are written, it is also important to keep the interview on a conversational
level. The interviewer’s job is to maintain a comfortable rapport and to motivate the
respondent to answer accurately and completely. To understand better why survey
interviewing is an art, conduct the two exercises described in Figure 3-3, “Participatory
Training Exercise: The Good Interviewer,” and Figure 3-4, “Participatory Training
Exercise: What an Interviewer Should Not Do”’; then study the following two checklists
(Figures 3-5 and 3-6) that together make up the DOs and DON’Ts of good interviewing.

FIGURE 3-3
Participatory Training Exercise: The Good Interviewer

Step 1: Distribute markers and 8 large-size (3”x5”) stick-on notes to everyone.
Step 2: Create a heading on a blackboard or wall that reads, “Characteristics of a Good Interviewer.”

Step 3: Explain that the interviewer plays a critical role for establishing the tone of the interview and
ensuring that the respondent provides as complete and accurate information as possible. Ask
everyone to write down two characteristics of a good interviewer.

Step 4: Ask people to come to the front of the room and post one of their positive characteristics.

Step 5: Read through the answers and group the characteristics. Remove repeats. Ask people to add
the second characteristic if they do not see it already posted. Repeat for each level.
Summarize the characteristics in terms of how they relate to communicating the questions,
motivating respondents to cooperate, and probing for complete answers. Complete recording
of the responses.
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FIGURE 3-4
Participatory Training Exercise:
What an Interviewer Should Not Do

Step 1:Distribute markers and approximately 8 large-size (3” x 5”) stick-on notes to everyone present.
Step 2: Create a heading on a blackboard or wall that reads, “What an Interviewer Should Not Do.”

Step 3:Explain that the interviewer plays a critical role for establishing the tone of the interview and
ensure that the respondent provides as complete and accurate information as possible. Ask
people to identify two things an interviewer should not do.

Step 4:Allow a few minutes and then ask people to come to the front of the room and post one of the
examples they had identified.

Step 5:Read through the answers and group the undesirable behaviors. Remove repeat responses. Ask
people to add the second characteristic they identified if they do not see it already listed.
Repeat for each level. Summarize the behaviors in terms of how they would undermine a
positive interview that collects complete and accurate information.
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FIGURE 3-5 FIGURE 3-6
Checklist of Interviewing “DOs” Checklist of Interviewing “DON'Ts”
Interviewers should ALWAYS: Interviewers should NEVER:
\ Speak clearly anpl use 'correct grammar in the N Get involved in long explanations of
language of the interview; the study, such as trying to explain
N Read fluently; sampling in detail;
\/ Record verbatim answers in that language; v Deviate from the study introduction,
\ Recall responses long enough to record them sequence of questions, or question
accurately; wording;
\ Perform several tasks simultaneously: read o
questions, record answers, follow instructions; V. Tryto Justify or defend what they
\ Judge nonverbal and verbal cues of respondent to are doing;
know when to administer reinforcement and .
clarification: and v Interview someone they know;
\ Exercise self—dis_cipli_ne and regulate_ verbal and V  Falsify interviews:
nonverbal behavior in order not to improperly
influence responses. Be neutral. v Improvise;
Interviewers are also expected to: V' Suggest an answer or agree or
disagree with an answer;
\ Initiate and maintain a conversation with a
stranger; v Try to ask questions from memory;
\ Respond professionally to unexpected questions
and situations: v Rush the respondent;
\ Remain neutral by keeping individual opinions out V  Patroni dents:
of the interview process; atronize respondents,
\ Motivate reluctant respondents to participate in v Dominate the interview;
the interview;
\/ Deliver the questionnaire in a flowing, v Let another person answer for the
conversational manner that reflects self-assurance intended respondent;

and ease with the task of interviewing; J A
Turn in a questionnaire without

checking it over to be sure every
question has been asked and its
\ Clarify contradictory responses. answer recorded; nor

\/ Probe incomplete responses in an unbiased
manner for more useful results; and

v Change the wording or sequence of
the questions.

(Frey and Oishi, 1995)
(Frey and Oishi, 1995)
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3.4.3 Asking Probing Questions

During an interview, clients will occasionally provide incomplete answers to the questions
asked. When this happens, “probe” or ask additional questions to tease out more
information. Probing is one of the interviewer’s most critical responsibilities. If the
respondent is quiet, do not simply assume that she has little to say. And do not be in a rush to
complete the interview. Take the time needed to get complete answers. The tricky part is that
it is easy to make mistakes when probing for more information by anticipating what the
respondent is going to say or asking leading questions.

Probing is equally, if not more important in qualitative interviews. The same principles
apply. Figure 3-7, “Good Probing Techniques,” and Figure 3-8, “Improper Probing,”
highlight good and improper probing techniques respectively.

FIGURE 3-7

Good Probing Techniques

Show Interest
An expression of interest and understanding such as “uh-huh,” “I see,” and “yes,” conveys the
message that their response has been heard and more is expected.
Pause
Silence can tell a respondent that you are waiting to hear more.
Repeat the Question
This can help a respondent who has misunderstood, misinterpreted, or strayed from the question
to get back on track.
Repeat the Reply
This can stimulate the respondent to say more or to recognize the inaccuracy.
Ask a Neutral Question
For clarification:
“What do you mean exactly?”
“Could you please explain that?”
For specificity:
“Could you be more specific about that?”
“Tell me about that. What, who, how, why?”
For relevance:
“l see. Well, let me ask you again.” [REPEAT QUESTION AS WRITTEN]
“Would you tell me how you mean that?”
For completeness:
“What else?”
“Can you think of an example?”

(Frey and Oishi, 1995)
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FIGURE 3-8

Improper Probing

Question:
“How many hours did you work on your bread-making business in the last 24-hour period?”

Answer:
“Oh, | worked all day.”

Improper Probe:
“So you mean about 12 hours?”

Better Probe:
“Could you be more specific? About how many hourswould you say you worked in the last 24-hour
period?”

(Frey and Oishi, 1995)

Clearly, interviewing involves a lot more than reading questions from a questionnaire and
writing down the answers. It is truly an art. These techniques, examples, and checklists
should not scare anyone; with proper training and practice, practitioners can develop these
skills. If you interact with clients on a regular basis, you already have many of them.

3.4.4 Qualitative Interviews

While many of the preparatory steps are the same for quantitative and qualitative
interviewing, the latter requires the ability to conduct a controlled conversation during which
the interviewer motivates the client to provide much rich detail while remaining neutral.
Guidelines for conducting informal individual interviews are provided below (adapted from
Gosling and Edwards, 1995; USAID/CDIE, 1996) and include four steps: (1) conducting the
interview, (2) checking for reliability, (3) ending the interview, and (4) reviewing and writing
after the interview.

Conduct the interview

e Establish rapport. Begin with traditional greetings. Introduce yourself and identify the
sponsor of the research. Verify that the right person has been reached. Explain why the
interview is being conducted and what the purpose of the study is. Explain any important
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conditions of the interview, including how long it will take. Describe any benefits to
participating. Ask permission to proceed.

e Sequence questions. ldentify a good, opening, lead-in comment or question that will
(1) put the interviewee at ease, (2) open the door to the intended line of questioning, and
(3) demonstrate your desire to understand what the client has to say.

e Ask categorical questions first. Then ask the probing questions based on the client’s
responses. Ask the client to clarify responses that are confusing or that contradict earlier
ones; obtain clear, complete responses. Carefully lead up to sensitive questions (especially
about income and family relationships).

e Phrase questions carefully to avoid influencing the answer. Avoid leading questions and
value judgments. (For example: “Do you think the program’s high interest rates should be
changed?” “Don’t you need a lot of patience to be a member of a group with so many
problems?” “Oh, | am so happy to hear you like the training; it must have helped you
improve your business!””) Avoid interjecting your own opinions and NEVER suggest an
answer.

e Maintain interested, but neutral demeanor. As the interview unfolds, demonstrate your
interest in what is being said by providing any verbal or nonverbal cues that are culturally
relevant. Allow the participant all the time needed to give as full a response as possible.
Be careful to not show any negative reaction to what you are hearing; maintain a neutral
attitude. Avoid any unnecessary or overly enthusiastic reinforcement, such as,
“Wonderful!” or, “That is the saddest thing I ever heard!”

e Observe client behavior. Be aware of how a client reacts or responds to a question, as well
as any other behaviors that may add contextual information to a response.

e Minimize translation difficulties. Use simple language; avoid jargon. Make sure the
client understands the words you are using, especially those such as “household” that may
not have a clear equivalent in the local language.

e Take complete and accurate notes. Write down verbatim—to the extent possible—what
participants actually say (using quotation marks); where possible, separate the minutia
from actual data. (This point is not necessary if you use a tape recorder for the interview.
In this case, use a tape that does not need to be changed during the interview, because this
activity detracts from the process.)

Check for reliability
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Be aware of contradictory responses. Determine if the client has given different answers to
similar questions.

Return to inaccurate questions. Review questions that were not answered accurately to
obtain a more detailed response.

End the interview

Thank the client for his or her time.

Tell the client how important the information is that she or he has provided.

Give the client a brief summary of how the information will be used in the program.
Ask the client if he or she has questions, and answer them honestly.

Review and write after the interview

Review your notes and make any additions, corrections, and editing necessary for clarity.
Write down any observations about the client that could explain responses to a given

question.

The role of probing is also central to good qualitative interviewing. The interviewer should

probe for:

More information or clarity: Lead-in questions such as, “Tell me about...” or “Could you
explain...,” or “What....,” encourage the respondent to tell more about some aspect of his
or her first answer.

In-depth exploration about a specific aspect of the categorical question. For example, if
the categorical question is, “What made you decide to start your used clothing business?”
and the answer is, “My brother convinced me it would be a good business,” explore the
role that the brother plays in her enterprise activity. “Does your brother know about
buying and selling used clothes? Did he help you to get started? Is your brother involved in
the business? Does he help make other decisions? Which ones, for example? Do the two of
you work together on any other businesses.

Although the same principles apply to good probing in both quantitative and qualitative

interviewing, (Do not ask leading questions; do not anticipate what the respondent is going to

say; remain neutral when probing), there are also some differences. Figure 3-9, “Differences

in Qualitative and Quantitative Probing,” highlights the distinctions with the use of probing

between these two methods.
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FIGURE 3-9
Differences in Qualitative and Quantitative Probing

Quantitative Probing Example Qualitative Probing Example
To complete an answer | “You've said “x”; would | To motivate people to “Please tell me more
clearly by choosing a you say that is the same | talk; and about....”
response code for as..... (read the list of To get more
greater precision. established answer information to elicit “Can you give me an

choices)? examples and stories example of...?”

that illustrate a point.
“By ‘around,” do you
mean it is closer to

answer ‘X’ or answer

tya?n

It is not easy to determine probing questions in advance, because they build on clients’
responses to categorical questions. Because these questions obviously cannot be
predetermined, be prepared to think quickly and ask relevant follow-up questions at that
moment. It is sometimes possible to identify potential questions in advance, based on the
interviewer’s knowledge of the respondent, the business climate, the loan program, the
respondent’s village, etc.

Figure 3-10

More Improper Probing

Question:
How did you use your first loan?

Answer:
Oh, | think | bought more stock and paid my daughter’s school fees.

Improper Probe:
So you mean about half on the business and half on your family or household?

Better Probe:
Could you be more specific? About how much did you invest in your business? About how much did you
pay in school fees?

The improper probe puts words in the client’s mouth. It is better to politely request a more specific
answer without making any assumptions.
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[] 35 Translating the Questionnaire into Local Languages

Translation of both quantitative and qualitative tools to local languages spoken by clients is
critically important for some program sites. (See Figure 3-11) For surveys, those questions
and pre-coded responses that are to be read to respondents should be written in the language
in which they will be spoken. If a standardized survey is not transcribed into the local
language, and specific wording of questions is left up to each individual interviewer, the
resulting inconsistency in questions will lead to considerable error. To open the process to
such inconsistency fundamentally undermines the purpose of using a survey methodology.
Although qualitative tools are less sensitive to variation, it is still very important that all
interviewers are asking the same categorical questions, and that the meaning of the question
does not change with translation.

Translating a survey into local languages can be challenging when there are not commonly
written standards for spelling and word meaning. An excellent source of translation expertise
is the local radio station, which often broadcasts news and information programs in the
predominant local languages. Individuals associated with these programs are well aware of
the nuances of various word choices and their most common meanings. It might be possible to
contract with them to translate those parts of the Impact Survey that will be read aloud.

The suggested approach for translation is as follows:

¢ Indicate on the survey those parts that will be

spoken aloud and that need to be translated Figure 3-11

. From French to Bambara

into a local language. Have a translator In Mali, two versions of the Impact Survey
(preferably a professional one) transcribe were finalized during the interviewer

. . training with Kafo liginiew—a French
those parts into the local language, staying as version and a French/Bambara

close to the original wording and meaning as version—because the staff was fluent in
. . French but the clients’ predominant
possible. If a particular concept does not language was Bambara. So, in the second
translate into the local language, it will be version, those parts of the survey that were
] o to be read aloud were written in Bambara,
language version so that it correctly reflects (instructions, certain pre-coded responses,
. information from program records)

e Have another individual, (preferably another
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professional translator) re-translate the local-language version of the survey back to the
original language.

e Compare this re-translated version with the original language of the survey. At this point,
it is possible to identify confusion or disagreement on the meaning of the many terms in
this manual that may not be commonly known among diverse clients (for example,
investment, loan proceeds, profits, estimate, and impact).

e Finally, conduct a ““practice” session, asking these questions as translated to determine,
again, if any misunderstandings exist because of language differences.

Using a local-language version of the survey does require additional time for training
interviewers who will need to compare the two versions and practice reading survey questions
in the local language. “Time-saving” efforts to either reduce the time spent on translation or
interviewer training, however, are potentially very costly as they ultimately threaten the
quality and usefulness of the entire survey effort.

3.6 Sampling

3.6.1 Sampling for the Impact Survey.

Detailed instructions for drawing the sample you will need for the Impact Survey are found in
Chapter 4, Part E.

3.6.2 Sampling for the Qualitative Tools

Qualitative evaluation research does not have the same sampling requirements as
quantitative or survey-based research. The purposes of sampling in each type of inquiry are
very different. Because surveys are designed to generate data that can be generalized to a
broader population, sampling must be random and large enough to adequately represent the
population. In contrast, qualitative studies most often generate detailed data applicable to
the specific program being evaluated. In this case, sampling is generally purposive; that is,
clients are chosen because they have specific characteristics and can provide information on
the specific goal of the research. The type of information the researcher is looking for will
determine the type of individuals chosen. Following any one of several sampling strategies,
the researcher can select clients who represent the following (Patton, 1990):
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Extreme or deviant cases (outstanding successes or notable failures);

Obvious cases that clearly demonstrate the phenomenon you want to assess;
Maximum variation (rural/urban);

Typical cases or ones that exemplify an average outcome of program participation;
Typical high- and low-performing clients;

Critical cases to make a specific point very dramatically;

N o g~ wDd R

Client-recommended clients (snowball or chain) to identify who knows the most about a
particular phenomenon;

Criterion to understand a particular point of importance; or

9. Confirming and disproving cases to document why an individual or group either follows or
does not follow a particular pattern.

Several examples illustrate these sampling strategies:

o For type 1, a sample of clients who are in arrears for 30 days might be chosen to determine
why clients have difficulty repaying.

o For type 3, a sample of urban manufacturers might be sampled to identify their program
likes and dislikes and compared with a group of urban traders to determine if there is a
difference in satisfaction.

o For type 8, in attempting to understand the specific impact of each loan in a sequence of
loans, the sample might include a limited number of individuals in different cycles (for
example, first through fourth) in order to understand how loan use evolves and how
program benefits change over time.

In qualitative research, the size of the sample is relative or appropriate to the purpose of the
research. Often it is determined by striking a balance among competing factors such as time,
cost, usefulness, and validity. Sample size will vary depending on what the researcher wants
to know and the purpose of the inquiry, as well as what is at stake, what information will be
useful and credible, and what the researcher can accomplish with available time and
resources. (Patton, 1990) In cases of very small samples, selecting “information-rich” clients
to interview is critical. (Patton, 1990) Figure 3-12 presents actual sample sizes used for
gualitative tools in several different impact assessments.
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Figure 3-12
Sample Sizes for Qualitative tools

ASHI | Finca/PERU | Foundation 4i-2000
Tool
Use of Loans, 27 mature 17 clients 28 clients
Profits and Savings | clients 31-15" cycle e 18 individual borrowers
Over Time e 10 communal bank members

11 focus groups | 13 focus groups 12 focus groups comprised of
Client Satisfaction (=214 selected randomly rural clients engaged in

individuals) (= 192 individuals) agriculture and livestock

37 clients in 29 individual
Client groups of 4; interviews with N/A
Empowerment Minimum 3 yrs. | long-term clients

in program (2.5 — 4 years)

In summary, sampling frames for qualitative inquiry are more directed and purposeful than
those in quantitative inquiries because its goal is to illustrate a particular issue in depth. To
learn more about the issue, clients who fall into specific categories and who are good sources
for information should be chosen for interview and observation. For all sampled clients and
all tools (except the focus group tool), use program records to fill out an interviewee data form
(See Appendix 3.1) as part of your preparations prior to the actual interviews.

Conclusion

Both qualitative and quantitative research methods are valid and acceptable if, in their
application, researchers follow the principles discussed in this chapter. In the set of tools in
this manual, the AIMS-SEEP team has combined the two types of inquiry, purposely creating
overlap in their areas of inquiry, which enables the qualitative and quantitative data to
complement and strengthen the other. The Impact Survey enables statistical comparisons of
clients and a comparison group; the “Use of Loans, Profits and Savings Over Time” tool will
provide substance and context to those results. The quantitative Client Exit Survey and the
Client Satisfaction focus group should prove useful to management looking to improve
program services. Microenterprise institutions, particularly those that expand outreach, open
branch offices among different ethnic groups, and otherwise diversify their clientele, will
draw from both types of inquiry as they seek to understand their markets, determine how to
adapt their products and delivery systems, and anticipate how clients will interact with the
program.
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Appendix 3.1
Interviewee Information Form

This appendix contains a standard form to record demographic, loan and savings data, as
well as information about how to find the clients you plan to interview. This form should be
used for all four tools that involve individual interviewees—Impact Survey, Client Exit
Survey, Client Empowerment, and Use of Loans, Profits and Savings Over Time. Fill in as
much of the requested information from client records as possible, and attach the form to the
specific questionnaire before going to the field. If all the information is not available before
the interview, complete it by asking the interviewee. This form remains attached when the
completed questionnaire is being checked for quality in the office, but to ensure
confidentiality, it gets separated from the completed questionnaire after the data has been
processed.

The information collected on this form will prove very useful for data analysis and writing the

final report:

o Demographic data allows one to demonstrate that the clients in the sample are similar to
(and representative of) the entire client population.

e Grouping and analyzing the clients based on age, number of children, type of business, or
loan size can provide insight into how program services could be tailored to better meet
the needs of particular client subgroups.

o Clients will not always be able to remember the amount of their first loan, their savings, or
possibly even their current age. Thus, it may be more accurate and efficient (by reducing
interview time) to obtain this data from the program records.

e Institutions that collect housing or income data upon program entry can collect this same
data again during the impact assessment and use it for longitudinal analysis.

The information on this form is processed by computer with the data from the quantitative
tools-the Impact Survey and the Client Exit Survey. For this reason, the numbering of the
guestions begins with 40, which is higher than the numbers of any of the questionnaires. For
the two qualitative tools, this quantitative information is processed using the statistical
program and then reported in the demographic summary at the beginning of the analysis
section of each of these two tools.
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The form on the following pages is a sample, illustrating the type of information that can be
included in the interviewee data form. This form will vary significantly for each organization
depending on the types of information each one collects on its clients and ex-clients. For
example, institutions that collect housing data upon program entry should collect this same
data in the quantitative impact survey and use it for longitudinal analysis. The following
boxes are an example of how to design a survey and client numbering system. Maintaining a
strict control of documents is essential, and numbers that quickly identify the type of tool,
branch office, group and client numbers will facilitate this process.

A Sample Survey Identification Number System
5-Digit Number: (i.e., 38123 = exit survey from Branch B)

1% Digit = Type of Tool

1 = Main Survey of Clients

2 = Comparison/Control Group of Non-Clients
3 = Exit Survey

4 = Client Satisfaction

5 = Empowerment

6 = Loan Use

0 = Practice

2M Digit = Area, Branch or Region

7 = Branch A
8 = Branch B
9 = Branch C

3" - 5" Digits = Unique number for each survey/questionnaire

A Sample Client Identification Number System
11 Digit Number: MTB - 97 — 24 — 0458

Digits 1-3 = Letters signifying Branch

Digits 4-5 = Year of entry in Program

Digits 6-7 = Group Number within Branch
Digits 8-11 = Member Number within Group
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Interviewee Data Form
Please fill in ahead of time with information from the program files

Client number: Survey form number:
(if a new client number is devised for the survey, the program’s client number should also be
included)

Interviewer number:

Interviewee Information

40. First names: Last (surname):

41. Type: 1. Mature client for impact survey; 2. Comparison individual for impact
survey ;

_ 3.Ex-client; ___ 4. Loan & Savings Use interviewee ; __ 5. Empowerment interviewee

42. Community or branch code:
43. Name or Code of usual loan officer:

Interviewee’s Address (Do not computerize the data in this section)
44.Current Home address:

45, Business address (if any):

46. Additional information to help find the client :

Note to branch office personnel: Add a map drawing on the back of this sheet if the
interviewer will have difficulty finding the client with just the above address.

Personal Data

47. Sex:
48. Birth date: 49. Current Age:
50. Place of birth:
51. Years of schooling at entry:
52. Civil status: _____ 1. Married/live-in 2. Separated/divorced

3. Widowed 4. Single or never married
53. Number of children (under age 18) at entry:

Condition of House (if available from client records)

54,
Note: Housing conditions should include three or four categories spelling out the types of
construction to provide objective measures.
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Business

55. Type of business being financed (according to program records):
56. Type of business at entry of client:
1. Retail 2. Food service 3. Service (other than food)
4. Production 5. Agriculture 6. Animal raising
7. Other
57. Place of sales
1. Fixed location 2. Mobile business 3. Sales according to orders
4. Transport business 5. Other:

Loans

58. Number of lending group: Name:
59. Loan cycle of lending group:

60. Beginning date of lending group:

61. Beginning date of client in program: (dd/mmlyy)

62. Total number of months that client has been in program:

63. Number of general loans from program to date:

64. Amount of first loan:

65. Amount of last loan:

66. Difference:

67. Number of internal loans from lending group to date:

68. Amount of first loan:

69. Amount of last loan:

70. Difference:

71. Number of arrears (default) in last cycle of general loan from program:
72. Is the client behind in payments to lending group?

(Note: Section on special loans (seasonal, housing, etc.) could be added to this section)

Savings
73. Amount of savings at end of last period:
74. How much do savings exceed the required amount for this period?

75. Has the client had to deduct from savings to pay a loan to the program or to the lending
group?

If Client has Left Program:

76. Inactive Date: Months to Date: __ (how many months ago did the client become inactive?)
77. Quitting Date: Months to Date:

78. Deducted savings to pay off loan? __ Yes; _ No

Learning from Clients: 3-28 Quantitative and Qualitative Methods
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Chapter 4
[] 41 Tool 1: Impact Survey

Welcome to the biggest chapter in this manual, earning from Clients: Assessment Tools for
Microfinance Practitioners. In addition to presenting Tool#1, Impact Survey, this chapter

includes an additional six parts (Parts A through F). These parts introduce the rationale for
the survey indicators; provide step-by-step guidance for the survey’s application, including
sampling guidelines; and walk users through data analysis. The following parts contribute to
the overall understanding of the Impact Survey:

Part A, Survey Objectives and Design: Introduces the objectives and presents the design of
the survey.

Part B, Survey Indicators and Hypotheses: Outlines the indicators and corresponding
hypotheses included in the Impact Survey.

Part C, Optional Indicators and Questions: Includes optional indicators and questions for the
survey.

Part D, Adapting the Survey: Contains three sections — 1) the survey in seven modules;
2) guidelines for selecting hypotheses and writing new questions; and 3) an example
describing how CASHPOR and ASHI modified the survey for use by Grameen replicators. .

Part E, Sampling Guidelines for the AIMS-SEEP Survey: Presents sampling and data
collection guidelines for the Impact Survey and includes methods for randomly sampling
groups and individual clients.

Part F, Guidelines for Data Coding and Analysis: Includes guidelines for data coding and
analysis with specific instructions for using Epi Info.

Learning from Clients; 4-3 Tool 1
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Chapter 4

Tool 1: Impact Survey

Type of Tool:
Quantitative

Overview:
The Impact Survey is administered up to three groups selected at random: a group of
short-term clients (about one year’s time in the program), a group of longer-term
clients (two years or more in the program), and a group of new clients who have joined
the program but have not yet received any services. The survey is administered in the
same way to all respondents; their answers are expressed largely in terms of numbers
corresponding to pre-coded responses.

Hypotheses tested by this tool:
At the household level:
e Increased income
e Increased assets
e Increased welfare (in such aspects as food security, housing, and health)
e Increased ability to cope with emergencies

At the enterprise level:

e Increased income

e Increased assets

e Increased ability to survive periods of reduced cash flow

e Changes in business practices associated with increased profitability

At the individual level:
e Increased personal saving

At the community level:
e Reduced problematic child labor in clients’ enterprises
e Increased employment in clients’ communities

Learning from Clients: Tool 1
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Chapter 4

Purpose:
The purpose of the Impact Survey is to test multiple hypotheses that correspond to various
types of impact using a tool that is practical, cost-effective, credible, and valid.

Amount of time required to administer the tool:
About 60 minutes (1 hour)

Source:
Barbara MkNelly of Freedom from Hunger originally wrote this survey tool with input from
the AIMS/SEEP team and revisions based on field tests.

Learning from Clients: 4-5 Tool 1
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SURVEY FORMNUMBER| | | | | |

cuentnomeer| | [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ ] [ ]|

INTERVIEWER NUMBERI:I:I:I DATE| / / |

Reviewed by Field Unit Leader: Initials: Date
Quality review in Office: Initials: Date
Data entered in computer by: Initials: Date
Data cleaned by: Initials: Date

Impact Survey -- AIMS-SEEP

i

Sampling Group/Client Status (Confirm client name and status before starting interview)
1 = Clients of first sampling group 2 = Clients of second sampling group
3 = Non-clients (or incoming clients)

Area: 1=Areal 2=Area? 3=Area3 [ ]

(Introduce yourself; explain the purpose of the survey and the voluntary nature of the interview)
(If any information is missing from attached Interviewee Data Form, ask the client during the interview)

Individual Level: Basic Information

la. Have you ever been a member of the (insert organization name) program? |:|
1=Yes 0=No
(If yes, go to #1b.) (If no, go to #2)

[

1b. If yes, how long have you been/were you a member? (Enter number of months)
(Check that information matches expected client status listed above.)

2a. Are you currently borrowing from another source for your enterprise? 1 =Yes 0= No

]

2b. From what source? 1 = Informal Money Lender; 2 = Family Member without cost
3 = Bank; 4 = Other Program; 5 = Other

]

3. How old are you? (Specify number of years) 99 = Don't know.

Learning from Clients:
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4. Currently, are you ...? (Read answers. Enter only one.)
1 = Married/free union 3 = Widowed |:|
2 = Separated/divorced 4 = Single/never married

5. How many years of school have you completed?
(Specify number of years) 99 = Don't know.

]

6. If someone sent you a letter, could you read it?
1=Yes 0=No 99 = Don't know

]

Household Level: Basic Information
7. How many persons in your household (those who live together with you and share the same food at
least once a day) are:
Number of persons:
Adults--18 years of age or older

Children--17 years of age or younger |:|

8a. How many persons in your household are working--engaged in work that earns income or products?
Number economically active:

8b. How many persons in your household have a job with a fixed salary?

Number of salaried workers |:|
9. Who is the person who is the principal decision-maker in your household? (head of household)
1 = Self 2 = Client and spouse equally 3 = Female relative
(mother, sister, aunt, |:|
4 = Male relative (husband, grandmother,
father, brother, uncle, mother-in-law)

grandfather, father-in-law,
brother-in-law)

Education of Children (Adjust ages used to define "school-aged" to each situation)
10a. How many children in your household are school-aged (5-17 years of age)?
Number of school-aged children

10b. How many of these children currently attend school, full or part-time?
Total number in school

10c. How many of these children have never attended school?
Total number never in school

0 O O

10d. What is the highest grade level that any of your children has completed?
Highest grade in terms of |:|
number of years in school

11a. How does the amount your household spent on school and school expenses for this current

school year compare to what you spent last school year? (Read answers 1, 2 and 3, only,
and enter response.)

1 = Decreased 2 = Stayed the same 3 = Increased 99 = Don't know 98 = Not applicable
11b. Why?

Learning from Clients:
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Loan Use and Individual Income

12a. (Clients only) Did you invest any of the last loan you took from the (insert organization name)
program into an income-generating activity?
1=Yes 0=No 99 = Don't know |:|
(Go to #12b.) (Go to #12c.) (Go to #12c.)

12b. (Clients only) How did you invest the last loan you took from the (insert organization name)
program?
(Do not read answers. Multiple responses possible)

__ 1. Commerce/trade/retail (includes petty trade)

__2.Manufacturing (includes food processing, textile production, crafts, leather work)
____ 3. Service (includes hairdressing, restaurants, food stalls, cleaning services)

____ 4. Agriculture (includes food or other crop production, animal raising)

__ 5. Fishing

___98. Did not invest the loan in an income-generating enterprise

___99. Don't know

12c. (Clients only) Did you use any portion of your last loan to ...?
(Read each statement. Multiple answers possible. Fill in an answer for each box.)

1. Buy food for your household? 1=Yes 0=No 99 = Don't know
2. Buy clothes or other household items? 1=Yes 0=No 99 = Don't know
3. Give or loan the money to your spouse or someone else

1=Yes 0=No 99 = Don't know

4. Keep money on hand in case of an emergency or to repay the loan

1=Yes 0=No 99 = Don't know
5. To repay other debt 1=Yes 0=No 99 = Don't know
6. For house/land improvement or purchase? 1=Yes 0=No 99 = Don't know

7. To spend on a celebration, like a wedding, etc.
1=VYes 0=No 99 = Don't know

0 0o ouo oo

13. Over the last 12 months. has vour overall household income ...?
(Read answers and enter response)

1= 2= 3= 4= 5= 99 =
Decreased Decreased Stayed Increased Increased Don't Know
Greatly the Same Greatly

14a. Over the last 12 months, has the income you have been able to earn...?
(Read answers and enter response)

1= 2= 3= 4= 5= 99 =
Decreased Decreased Increased Increased Don't Know
Greatly Stayed the Same Greatly
(Go to #14b.) (Go to #14b.) (Go to #15a.) (Goto#14c.)  (Go to #1l4c.) (Go to #15a.)

Learning from Clients:
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1. Household member has been sick/died
2. | have been sick

3. Natural disaster (flood, earthquake)

4. Poor agricultural season

5. Poor sales

6. Could not collect credit

7. Other (specify)

14b. (If decreased at all) Why did your income decrease?
(Do not read answers. Multiple answers possible. Fill in an answer for each box. Then go to #15)

1=Yes
1=Yes
1=VYes
1=Yes
1=Yes
1=Yes

0=No
0=No
0=No
0=No
0=No
0=No

99. Don't know

1. Expanded existing enterprise
2. Undertook new enterprise

3. Good agricultural season

4. Sold in new markets

5. Increase in demand/sales

6. Other (specify)

14c. (If increased at all) Why did your income increase?
(Do not read answers. Multiple responses possible. Fill in an answer for each box.)

1=Yes
1=VYes
1=Yes
1=Yes
1=Yes

99. Don't know

0=No
0=No
0=No
0=No
0=No

O .

(o] w
© h

0 000000

[{e]
©

0 00000

Enterprise Level: Income, Labor, and Profit

1=Yes 0=No

15a. In the last 4 weeks, did you work for anyone else for pay?

15b. In the last 4 weeks, did you engage in your own enterprise or income-generating activity
other than farming? (include seasonal or piece work)

[

Learning from Clients:
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others not in your

household

1=Yes 0=No ]
(Go to #16a.) (Go to #20.)
16a. (If yes to #15b.) In the last 4 weeks, which of these enterprise activities earned you the most income?
Activity #1.:
16b. Is this enterprise activity...? (Read answers and enter only one.)
1 = Primarily your own 2 = Primarily a 3 = A business |:|
enterprise household enterprise partnership with

16¢. What is your product cycle for this enterprise--how long does it take from the time you purchase
inputs to the time you sell most of the product? For example, if you sell cooked food in the market once a
week and buy your ingredients on a weekly basis, you earn a weekly profit. If you fatten animals for sale

Tool #1: Impact Survey



you probably earn a profit every six months when they are sold. (Read the possible responses.)
1 = Weekly 2 = Every 2 weeks 3 = Monthly 4 = Other
(specify)

16d. What and how much were your costs for your last product cycle? (Probe for all enterprise expenses,
including inputs, transportation, hired labor, taxes, rent, water, light, and so forth. List expenses and costs
in appropriate time periods.)

Expense for

other time
Cost per Cost per period; specify
Expense Cost per week 2 weeks month period

16e. Sales: For the same product cycle, what were your total sales (cash and credit)?
(Enter amount in the appropriate time period box.)

Sales for other time
Weekly sales Sales per 2 weeks Monthly sales period; specify

16f. Profit: For the same product cycle, after covering your enterprise costs--but before you spent your

earnings on your family--what was your profit? (Enter amount in the appropriate time period box.)
Profit for other time
Weekly profit Profit per 2 weeks Monthly profit period; specify

16g. What is the mathematical calculation of the profit using the numbers for income and costs
given by the client?
(16e (monthly sales) minus total of 16d (monthly costs) = monthly profit) |:|

16h. What is the difference between the client's estimated profit in 16f. and the profit calculated from
client's stated sales and costs in 16g.?  (16f minus 16g)

17a. In the last 4 weeks, which enterprise activity earned you the second greatest amount of income?
(NOTE: If there is no secondary activity, proceed to question 18.)

Activity #2:
17b. Is this enterprise activity...? (Read answers and enter only one.)
1 = Primarily your own 2 = Primarily a 3 = A business [
enterprise household enterprise partnership with
others not in your
household

17c¢. What is your product cycle for this enterprise--how long does it take from the time you purchase
inputs to the time you sell most of the product? For example, if you sell cooked food in the market once a
week and buy your ingredients on a weekly basis, you earn a weekly profit. If you fatten animals for sale

you probably earn a profit every six months when they are sold. (Read the possible responses.)
1 = Weekly 2 = Every 2 weeks 3 = Monthly 4 = Other
(specify)

Learning from Clients:
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in appropriate time periods.)

17d. What and how much were your costs for your last product cycle?
including inputs, transportation, hired labor, taxes, rent, water, light, and so forth. List expenses and costs

(Probe for all enterprise expenses,

other time
Cost per Cost per period; specify
Expense Cost per week 2 weeks month period

Expense for

(Enter amount in the ap

17e. Sales: For the same product cycle, what were your total sales (cash and credit)?
ropriate time period box.)

Weekly sales

Sales per 2 weeks

Monthly sales

Sales for other time
period; specify

(Enter amount in the appro

17f. Profit: For the same product cycle, after covering your enterprise costs--but before you spent your
earnings on your family--what was your profit?

riate time period box.)

Weekly profit

Profit per 2 weeks

Monthly profit

Profit for other time
period; specify

given by the client?

1 = Great deal of difficulty

2 = Some difficulty

(17e (monthly sales) minus total of 17d (monthly costs) = monthly profit)

17g. What is the mathematical calculation of the profit using the numbers for income and costs

L 1

17h. What is the difference between the client's estimated profit in 17f. and the profit calculated from
client's stated sales and costs in 17g.?  (17f minus 17g)

18. (If client answered #16) (INTERVIEWER: Rate the client's ability to estimate his or her profit, costs,
and earnings. RECORD YOUR OBSERVATIONS AS AN OBSERVER. DO NOT ASK!)

3 = No difficulty [ ]

19. (If answered #16) In the last 4 weeks, how many children helped you with either of these enterprise
activities?  (this should include ALL children, both from the household and from elsewhere)

19a. Number of children

19b. Number of children who
missed school in the last four weeks
or never enrolled to assist the
entrepreneur (with either of the 2 principal
income-earning enterprises

1. Under 11 years of age

2.11to 17 years of age

Learning from Clients:
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20. During the last 12 months, in what three principal ways did you use the profit from your enterprise

4 = Pay health-related
costs. 8 = Animal raising

activity? Tell me the one you used the most money for first. (Do not read answers.)

1 = Buy food 5 = Buy items for 9 = Other (specify)
the house

2 = Buy clothing 99 = Don't know ]
6 = Reinvest in my

3 = Pay school enterprise 98 = Not applicable; |:|

expenses has no enterprise
7 = Save activity [

Enterprise Level: Income, Labor, and Profit

21. During the last 12 months, did you make any of the following changes to
your enterprise activity? (Read list of possible changes. Mark the l=Yes| 0=
appropriate box with an X.)

99 =
No | Don't
know

a. Expanded size of enterprise/business facility

b. Added new products

c. Hired more workers

d. Improved quality or desirability of product/added value

e. Reduced costs by buying inputs in greater volume or at wholesale prices

f. Reduced costs with cheaper source of credit

g. Developed a new enterprise

h. Sold in new markets/locations

22. During the last 12 months, did you purchase or invest in any of the
following assets for your enterprise activity? (Read list of possible l=Yes| 0=
changes. Mark the appropriate box with an X.)

99 =
No | Don't
know

a. Purchased small tools/accessories (such as cooking utensils, hoes, plow,
baskets, basins, barrels)

b. Purchased major tools (such as stoves, equipment, machinery)

c. Purchased own means of transportation (such as a bicycle, pushcart)

d. Invested in a storage structure (such as a granary, stock room)

e. Made a minor investment in your marketing site (by purchasing a chair, table,
shed, or the like)

f. Invested in structures for your marketing site (kiosk, shop)

Individual Level: Savings and Enterprise Skills
23. Do you currently have any personal cash savings that you keep in case of emergencies or because
you plan to make a major purchase or investment?

(Go to #24) (Go to #25) (Go to #25)

24. During the last 12 months, has your personal cash savings...?
(Read answers and enter response.)

1= 2= 3= 4= 5= 99 =
Decreased Decreased Increased Increased Don't Know
Greatly Stayed the Same Greatly

Learning from Clients:
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25. When you are deciding to undertake an enterprise, what factors do you consider?
(Do not read answers. Multiple answers possible. Probe by asking, "And anything else?")

1 =Work | am familiar 3 = How much 5 = To diversify overall ]
with working capital is business and/or income
needed/ Whether |
2 = Whether the have enough money ]
product or service appears 6 = Other (specify)
to be profitable because 4 = Whether | can do
there seems to be a it and still take care of
high demand my family and other 99 = Don't know |:|

responsibilities

26. In managing your enterprise activity... (Read) a. (Mark the 26b. (Clients only)

(For clients, read across the row by item.) appropriate Is this a practice
answer with an X.) you have adopted
since you joined
the program?

1=Yes|0=No |99=DK| 1=Yes 0=No

1. Do you keep your enterprise money separate from the money
you have for personal and household expenses?

2. Do you calculate your profit based on records of your costs
and earnings?

3. Do you know which product(s) bring you the most profit?

4. Do you pay yourself a wage for your work in your enterprise?

5. Do you have a fixed location with protection from the sun and
rain for selling your products, such as a store, stall, or kiosk?

6. Do you have a fixed location for producing or storing your
products that is different from the location where your family
lives?

Household Level: Assets

27. Now | have some questions about items that your household might own. (An appropriate list of
assets must be created for each site.) I will read a list of items and | would like you to indicate if you or
anyone in your household owns any of these items.
Item a. Does anyone |b. How many c. Was this item (or d. (Clients only)
(Read across by in the household |are in good more of this item) Were you a member
row, a - d, item by own this item? condition acquired during the of the program when
item.) (Read and (work well)? last two years? this item (or more of

check box if (Mark with an X.) this item) was

"yes.") acquired?

1=Yes | 0=No 1=Yes | 0=No

Consumer Assets of Relatively Modest Value--On average worth less than $100
Radio or tape player
Chairs/benchesi/tables
Consumer Assets of Mid-range Value--On average worth more than $100 but less than $1000
Bicycle

Frame bed w/ mattress
Stove/refrigerator
Television

Consumer Assets of High-range Value--On average worth more than $1000
Motorcycle
Car/pick-up truck
Tractor

Household Level Welfare: Housing Improvements

Learning from Clients:
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28a. During the last two years, were any repairs, improvements or additions made to your home that cost
more than $507?
1=Yes 0 =No 99 = Don't know ]
(Go to #28b) (Go to #30) (Go to #30)

28b. Did the funds for these improvements or additions come from your enterprise?
1=Yes 0 =No 99 = Don't know [ ]

29. (If yes to #28a) Which of the following have you done in the last two years?

Housing Repairs, Improvements, or Additions a. (Read |b. (Clients only) Were you a
(For clients, read across the row by item.) and check [member of the program when this
if "yes.") was done? (Mark with an X.)
1=Yes 0 =No

1) House repairs or improvements (for example, fixed or
improved existing roof, floor, or walls)

2) House expansion (for example, built new room, shed,
attic, or fence)

3) Improved water or sanitation system (for example, new
well, drainage/sewage system, or showers-latrine-wash
basin)

4) Lighting/electricity

Household Level Welfare: Diet and Coping with Difficult Times

30. During the last 12 months, has your household's diet (Read answers and indicate response.)
1 = Worsened 2 = Stayed the same 3 = Improved 99 = Don't know I:l
(Go to #31a) (Go to #32a) (Go to 31b) (Go to 32a)

3la. (If worsened) How has it worsened?

(Then go to #32a)

31b. (If improved) How has it improved? (Do not read answers. Multiple answers possible. Probe by
asking, "And anything else?")
1 = Able to buy more 3 = Able to buy more 6 = Able to eat better |:|
cereal staples such as animal/dairy during the hungry
maize, rice products--meat, milk season
cheese, eggs |:|
2 = Able to buy more 7 = Able to eat three
condiments, 4 = Able to buy more meals in a day
vegetables, legumes, convenience foods like pasta |:|
to eat with staples 8 = Other (specify)

5 = Able to buy more
cooked foods

99 = Don't know

Learning from Clients:
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32a. During the last 12 months, was there ever a time when it was necessary for your household to eat

less or eat less well either because of a lack of food or a lack of money to buy food?
1=Yes 0 =No 99 = Don't know [ ]
(Go to #32b) (Go to #33a) (Go to #33a)

32b. How long did this period last?
(Specify number of months) 99 = Don't know |:|

32c. What did your household do to get through this difficult situation?
(Read answers. Multiple answers possible.)

1 = Borrowed money 3 = Sold personal 5 = Self or someone |:|

or food from property else in family got

family/friend at local employment

no cost 4 = Self or someone |:|
else in family left area 6 = Other (specify)

2 = Borrowed money to seek employment

or food at cost |:|

99 = Don't know

33a. During the last 12 months, was there ever a time when you did not have enough money to conduct
your enterprise?
1=Yes 0 =No 99 = Don't know |:|
(Go to 32b)

33b. How long did this period last?
(Specify number of months) 99 = Don't know [ ]

*xxxEnd for non-clients--express thanks for their time--answer any questions or
concerns they may have regarding the interview*****

Learning from Clients:
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1=VYes
(Go to #34b)

1 = Loan activity was
not profitable

2 =1 or others in my

family had been sick

3 = Lack of sales/
demand

4 = Used enterprise
capital on consumption
(food,clothing,
household goods)

(Do not read answers.)
1 = Lower interest rate
than other informal
sources of credit
(informal lenders)

2 = Steady source of
working capital

3 = Group solidarity
and/or group
dynamics

(Do not read answers)
1 = High interest rates
or commission

2 = Size of initial or
subsequent loans
too small

3 = Loan cycle too
long or too short

4 = Problematic group
dynamics (with leaders
or at meetings)

5 = Meeting frequency

too often or meetings
too long

what would you change?

35. Name three things you like most about the

36. Name three things you like least about the

37. If you could change something about the

Questions for Clients Only

0 =No

(Go to #35) (Go to #35)

34b. (If yes) What caused your repayment problems?

5 = Sold on credit and
did not get paid back
in time

6 = Death in family

7 = Family celebration
(wedding, birth, etc.)

8 = Disaster (natural,
theft, fire, etc.)

4 = Training or
technical assistance

5 = Other financial
services, such as
savings or insurance

6 = Efficiency,
compared to banks or
other sources

6 = Meeting place/
office not convenient

7 = Repayment
policies (frequency,
amount)

8 = Guarantee
policies

9 = Transaction costs
for client (such as

slow disbursement or
have to cash checks)

(insert organization name)

34a. Did you face any difficulty repaying your loan to the program in the last loan cycle?
99 = Don't know

(Do not read answers. Probe.)
9 = Other (specify)

99 = Don't know

oot O

(insert organizational name) program.
7 = Easier guarantees [
than loan alternatives
8 = Other (specify) ]
99 = Don't know [ ]
(insert organization name) program.

10 = Dislike behavior/
attitude of loan officer
or other program
personnel

0 0O

11 = Lack of grace
period

i

12 = Forced savings
or insurance

13 = Other (specify)

14 = Nothing

99 = Don't know

program to make it even better,

***End for clients--express thanks for their time--answer any questions*****
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Chapter 4A

Part A
Survey Objectives and Design

A.1  Objectives and Development of the Impact Survey

The objective of the Impact Survey is to offer practitioners a tool for assessing whether their
microenterprise programs are achieving the types of impacts—enterprise development,
economic growth, family/household economic security, and community development
—described in the conceptual framework used by AIMS. As outlined in Chapter 2, the
Impact Survey focuses on testing those AIMS hypotheses determined to be of particular
interest to the practitioner organizations participating in the Small Enterprise Education and
Promotion (SEEP) Network. Development of the Impact Survey, as with the other tools in this
manual, was guided by a desire for credible and valid client assessment tools that are
practitioner-oriented, practical, and cost-effective.

To develop the Impact Survey, the SEEP team

o selected indicators with which to measure change;

o drafted questions and approaches to collect the information needed for those indicators;

e created a survey with a logical sequence and good flow of survey questions;

e adapted the indicators and questions to microenterprise programs in Honduras and Mali
to test the survey; and

o refined the indicators, questions, and survey instrument based on those two tests.

Because it addresses a relatively large number of impact hypotheses, the Impact Survey is
long. Many practitioner organizations may elect to use only parts of the “core” survey
(Chapter 4, PART D divides the survey into seven distinct modules from which users can
choose those most relevant to their assessment objectives.) Conversely, those organizations
wanting to explore certain themes in greater depth may choose from additional optional
guestions presented in Chapter 4, PART C. Each optional question was tested but not
included in the core survey because the questions were determined to require too much time
in either their collection or analysis for the general applicability and/or relevance of the
information they provide.
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The Impact Survey must not be viewed or used as a completed, off-the-shelf evaluation
instrument. Guided by the AIMS impact framework, the core survey included in this manual
takes into account a variety of factors—including family/household and individual
demographics and time in the program—that will affect a program’s ultimate impact. No
single instrument, however, can be sensitive to the many factors that affect program
outcomes. That these factors change from place to place makes it essential for practitioners to
adapt the survey.

The survey instrument will likely require two types of revisions: (1) those that make the survey
questions and pre-established responses appropriate to the program’s clients and their
cultural and geographic context, and (2) those that make the survey responsive to the
program’s particular impact goals. For example, if your organization provides health
education services, consider developing hypotheses, indicators, and questions that address
the impact of that component. See Chapter 4, PART D “Adapting the Survey” for guidelines

on revisions.

A.2  Cross-sectional Design

The Impact Survey uses a cross-sectional design, which collects information at one point in
time only. Many practitioner organizations may be more familiar with a longitudinal study
design that includes baseline (pre-test) and followup (post-test) data collection rounds, which
are the norm for many USAID-funded development projects.

For practitioner-friendly evaluation tools, a cross-sectional approach offers two distinct
advantages:

1. Itis more timely in providing impact information than is a longitudinal design, making it
immediately useful to program managers; and

2. ltis less expensive and resource intensive because it requires only one round of data
collection.

In addition, the data collected can serve as a base line for later use.

During the initial design work on these practitioner tools, several of the participating
organizations strongly advocated for a cross-sectional approach, saying that too often they
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have had experience with baseline studies that were never followed up. Practitioners argued
that when both the institutional will and resources are in place to explore and better
document program impact, the results are needed more immediately than the three to five
years typically required by a longitudinal approach.

Figure 4A-1, “Pros and Cons of Various Research Designs for the AIMS Practitioner’s Impact
Survey”, summarizes the pros and cons of six design strategies considered by the tools team.
In keeping with its mandate to develop relatively simple, low-cost, yet valid and credible,
evaluation tools, the team selected Option 2.

Option 1, “Clients only”’, was not seriously considered because, despite its popularity with
practitioners who want a “quick and dirty” assessment, it is not considered valid. It depends
only on clients’ self-reports; and the lack of a comparison group makes it impossible to know
whether the changes clients describe exist because of the program or if they simply represent
general trends in the area.

Option 3, “Clients and non-clients”, is perhaps the most common cross-sectional design used
in evaluation research. The responses of clients are compared to those of non-clients through
a “with/without™ framework. Because it includes a comparison group, this approach
represents an improvement relative to Option 1.

The design team believes, however, that Option 2, “Mature clients and incoming clients”, is
the most promising and valid of the cross-sectional approaches.’ With Option 2, the
comparison group is composed of the program’s incoming clients. They represent the best
comparison group since they have not been in the program long enough to exhibit impact; yet
they should be similar “types” of people as those in the client sample because they also chose
to join the program. In addition, it is easier to select a comparison group from existing lists of
incoming clients than it is to select non-clients at random from the local population.

! The absence of clients who have left the program (dropouts) means that the study results could overestimate or
underestimate program impact. Researchers need to be very transparent that the results pertain only to those who
have stayed in the program and should provide dropout rates so the reader can better understand the proportion that
remains in the program. (See Barnes and Sebstad, Guidelines for Microfinance Impact Assessments, 2000.) The team
concluded that covering dropouts would make sampling too difficult and would be too time consuming for the
intended users of these tools.
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This choice of comparison group addresses a major methodological problem of impact
evaluations—self-selection bias. Not everyone chooses to use microenterprise services.
Individuals who do become program clients are likely to be inherently different from the
general population. If differences are found between client and non-client samples, it is
impossible to know whether they are due to the effects of the program or if they simply reflect
the inherent differences between the two groups. Using incoming clients as the comparison
group helps to minimize the self-selection bias since they also elected to join the program. As
pointed out in Figure 4A-1, however, some self-selection bias might still exist because those
who chose to stay with the program for relatively long periods of time (the mature clients) may
be inherently different from the general pool of clients who initially join. Some of the
incoming clients will exit the program relatively soon after joining.

When incoming clients choose to join the program might also influence their appropriateness
as a comparison group. For example, it may be that those who join early when a program is
first introduced into a community are better off and less risk adverse than those who join
later. If possible, select incoming clients who joined at a comparable stage of the program’s
implementation as the client sample. For the Mali test, incoming clients were randomly
selected from village banks just being formed in new program communities. The two-year
clients were randomly selected from village banks that were two years old, and similarly,
one-year clients from village banks that had been operating for one year. In this way, all
three sample groups were composed of clients who joined in the first loan cycle of a new
village bank.

In general, longitudinal approaches are superior to cross-sectional designs when they include
collection of data in two time periods from the same respondents. Although Option 4 is a
longitudinal design, it does not include interviews with the same respondents, and so it is
difficult to assign differences found between new and mature clients to program
participation. Options 5 and 6 are the better longitudinal designs.

Option 5, “Interviewing the same group of clients at two different points in time,” and Option
6, “Comparing clients to non-clients at two different points in time”, are better able to
measure change and attribute it to the effect of the program. They are relatively more
expensive, however, and their logistics and analysis more complicated. Sample sizes must be
larger to compare results from two time periods. Because the same individuals would be
interviewed in both time periods, sample sizes must be large enough to account for attrition
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between the baseline and followup period. In some programs, client attrition can be as high
as 50 percent over a two-year period, requiring that the sample size in the baseline period be
twice as large as the targeted number for the followup. Still, if practitioner organizations
have the institutional will, resources, and skill to carry out a multi-year, longitudinal
assessments with comparison groups, this would be the best, most valid, and most widely
accepted approach. The Impact Survey described here could certainly be applied in this
manner. Given the mandate and cost-consciousness of the practitioner tools, however, the
design team opted to focus on developing and testing Option 2.7

2 The AIMS-SEEP team’s choice of a cross-sectional design disagrees with the position taken by Sebstad and Barnes
in the AIMS paper, Guidelines for Microfinance Impact Assessments (March 2000); The design team endorses this
option for reasons of cost and rapid access to results, both of which make this option the most practical for busy
practitioners.
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Ficure 4A-1 — Pros and Cons of Various Research Designs for the AIMS Practitioner’s Impact Survey

Cross-
sectional
Design

Interview Clients Only (for Option 2 incoming
clients act as comparison group)

Interview Clients and
Comparison Group of Non-
clients

Conduct survey only
once.

Pros Get impact
information more
quickly. Survey and
analysis are less
expensive with only
one data collection
round.

Cons Aimisto
understand change
over time; cross-
sectional study gives
information about
only one point in
time.

OPTION 1
“Mature” clients (n=100): those in the
program long enough to exhibit impact.

Measure change by —

1. Clients’ self-reports since joining the
program;

2. Comparison to targets set by program; or

3. National- or department-level data.

Pros Most inexpensive, simple, and
straightforward option because sample size
is small with one group. Have prior contact
and relationship with clients, so they are
easy to sample and locate. Analysis is easy
because self-reported change does not
require comparisons of two groups.

Cons Most common approach used by
practitioners. Not considered particularly
valid since self-reported change and no
comparison group. (Differences found could
be because of general improvement in
program area or because better-off people
tend to join the program.)

Estimated cost ~ Assume 100 interviews:
approximately $4,000-$7,000.

OPTION 2 (used for tools tests)

“Mature” clients (n=100) vs. “new or incoming”
clients (n=100-people not in program long enough to
expect impact). (Could include two mature client
samples with different lengths of program exposure,
as with Mali test.)

Measure change by - Comparing responses of mature
clients to those of new clients, assuming that groups
have similar characteristics; any differences due to
greater exposure to program.

Pros —Better than Option 1 because of comparison
group (new clients). Even though cross-sectional, get
sense of time (before/after the program) by including
clients with different degrees of program exposure.
Easier to locate and sample the clients because have
prior relationship with them. New clients are likely to
be a more valid comparison group than randomly
selected non-clients since they self-selected to the
program.

Cons —Requires new and mature clients come from
similar types of communities and have similar
characteristics. Requires coordination between
implementation and evaluation plan since need pool
of new clients who ideally have “joined” the program
but have received little to no services yet. Possible
self-selection problem since not all clients stay in the
program; those who stay may be systematically
different.

Estimated cost— Assume 200 interviews (100 each
group): more than 2x estimated costs for Option 1
because more complicated logistics/analysis—$9,000-
$14,000.

OPTION 3

“Mature” clients (n=100) vs. non-clients
(n=100) comparison group (randomly selected
individuals from similar “types” of communities
not included in program and not receiving
similar program).

Measure change by  — Comparing responses
of clients and comparison group.

Pros — Better than Option 1 because have
comparison group, and rather than depend on
clients’ self-reported change, can see difference
“with” and “without” program.

Cons —Requires that non-client comparison
group comes from similar types of communities
and have similar characteristics as the clients.
Not as good as Option 2 because non-clients
did not self-select to join the program and
could be systematically different from client
sample so likely to be greater self-selection.
Also question of who to interview in non-client
families/households? Maybe several adults in
same family/household engage in enterprise
activity.

Estimated cost — Assumed to be
comparable to Option 2: $9,000-$14,000.
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Figure 4A-1 (continued)

Longitudinal
Design

Interview Clients Only (for Option 5
incoming clients act as comparison group)

Interview Clients and Comparison
Group of Non-clients

Conduct same
survey at least
two times: T1,
baseline; T2,
followup.

Trend: different
people in T1 and
T2.

Panel: same
people in T1 and
T2

Pros

Opportunity to
look at change
over time, which is
what want to
evaluate.

Cons

Requires several
years before have
impact results.
More expensive
and more
complicated to
analyze. Need
larger samples to
compare results
from two surveys.

Learning from Clients:

OPTION 4
Trend: different people interviewed in
T1 and T2.

T1: conduct baseline interview with
“new” clients or in new program
communities (n=150).

T2: go back to same communities or
groups and interview different
“mature” clients. Compare change
over time between two groups (n=150).

Pros
Get sense of trend over time for clients.

Cons

No comparison group to know if
general improvement or deterioration
in the program area that might explain
differences between T1 and T2.
Common for baseline to be done in
program community, but when
program offered not everyone will join;
so self-selection bias between T1 and
T2 if do not interview “new”
borrowers.

Need bigger samples to compare
results of two surveys.

Estimated cost
Assume 300 interviews: $12,000-
$21,000.

Assessment Tools for Microfinance Practitioners

OPTION 5
Panel: same people interviewed in T1
and T2.

Like Option 4, but interview same
clients in both time periods.

T1: do baseline interview with “new”
clients or in new program communities
(N=300).

T2: go back to same communities and
re-interview same clients after they
have been in the program a longer
time. Compare change over time
between two time periods (N=150).

Pros
Better able to attribute change to
program since same people.

Cons

More expensive and complicated.
Need large T1 samples because some
people will leave the area or drop out
of the program. For example, if 50%
attrition over 2 years, need T1 sample
of 300 people to ensure sample of 150
for T2. Logistics difficult to locate the
same people to re-interview.

Estimated cost

Assume 450 interviews: $20,200-
$31,500.
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OPTION 6
Panel: same people interviewed in T1 and T2.

T1: compare “new” clients vs. non-client comparison
group (see Option 3).

T2: re-interview same clients who are now “mature”
clients vs. same non-client comparison group in T1
communities.

Measure change by —
Comparing change from T1 and T2 for clients vs. non-
clients.

Pros (ideal design)

Get sense of change over time for same clients, and by
having comparison group, able to “control” for
possible history effect (general change in the area not
due to factors external to the program).

Cons

Same cons as Option 3: need similar non-program
communities, greater likelihood of self-selection bias,
whom to interview in comparison group
families/households. Also quite expensive since need
large samples in T1 for clients (as in Option 4) plus
need comparison group. Question about compliance
of comparison group that would be interviewed 2
times but not receive benefits of program.

Estimated cost

Assume 800 interviews (T1, 300 clients and 200 non-
clients; T2, 150 clients and 150 non-clients): $36,000-
$56,000.

Tool 1: Impact Survey
Survey Obijectives and Design




Chapter 4

B.1 Enterprise-level Hypotheses
and Survey Indicators

[l Tool 1:

Impact Survey B.2  Family/household-level

Hypotheses and Survey

Indicators
Part B
B.3 Individual-level Hypotheses
Survey and Survey Indicators
Hypotheses
and Indicators B.4  Community-level Hypotheses

and Survey Indicators

B.5 Indicators of Client
Satisfaction and Feedback

B.6  Mediating or
Independent Factors

B.7 Client Demographic
Socioeconomic Indicators

B.8 Program Participation
Indicators

B.9 Community Characteristics



Chapter 4B

Survey Hypotheses and Indicators

Chapter 4, Part B identifies the specific indicators included in the generic Impact Survey.
The first part of the chapter presents the hypotheses organized by the four levels of impact
outlined in the conceptual framework used by AIMS—enterprise, family/household,
individual, and community. Following each hypothesis are its indicators, its corresponding
survey question numbers, and a discussion of the rationale for (and/or issues related to) using
these indicators based on experience. The second section of this Part B provides demographic
and program participation indicators.

For anyone choosing to use a survey as part of a client assessment, the AIMS-SEEP Impact
Survey offers a tested model and a starting point. But each user will have to adapt the
hypotheses (re-word, add, delete) to the specific program and assessment objectives. New
hypotheses will require corresponding indicators and survey questions. Chapter 4, Part D,
“Adapting the Survey” offers guidance on how to carry out the process of adaptation.

B.1 Enterprise-Level Hypotheses and Survey Indicators

Impact Domain: Financial Performance

Hypothesis: Participation in the microfinance program increases enterprise income
Survey Questions:  #16, #17 & #18
Indicators:

e Enterprise costs in last four weeks—up to two activities - #16.d. & #17.d.
e Enterprise revenue in last four weeks—up to two activities - #16.e. & #17.e.
e Estimated net revenue (revenue minus costs) in last four weeks (Calculated by the

computer by subtracting total costs (d) and total revenue (g)).
e Client’s estimation of “profit” in the last 4 weeks for up to two activities - #16.f. &

#17.1.
e The percentage of interviewees who had “no difficulty,” “some difficulty,” or “a great

deal of difficulty” in estimating costs, earnings and net cash flow. (Note: This question
is answered by the interviewer as a check on the validity of the answers to #16 and
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#17. If a majority of respondents had a great deal of difficulty answering these
guestions, the analyst may need to consider discarding the analysis of #16 and #17.)

Purpose and Issues

The purpose of these indicators (enterprise costs, revenue, net revenue and estimated
“profit™) is to quantify the economic returns from the respondent’s chief microenterprise
activities. “Estimated profit” and “net revenue” are distinct in that the first refers to a
respondent’s own estimation of the enterprise profit, whereas the latter is generated through a
computer calculation of the respondent’s reported revenue minus reported costs.

Because it is so difficult to collect information on financial returns, a number of steps were
taken to improve the accuracy of the estimates: (1) the reporting period—the last four
weeks—is relatively short and recent, which should improve client recall; (2) the line of
guestioning allows amounts to be reported for one-week, two-week, or monthly periods,
depending on which is most appropriate for the product or service of that enterprise—that
information is then converted to cover 4 weeks during the coding before inputting into the
computer; (3) information is collected for up to two distinct enterprise activities since it is
common for poor households to pursue diversified sources of income; and (4) the interviewer is
asked to rate the respondent’s ability to provide this financial information. This rating is
useful for assessing the quality (validity and reliability) of the information. For programs that
try to improve clients’ ability to assess enterprise returns, this rating can also serve as a proxy

impact indicator for clients’ development of this skill.
Even when it is fairly accurate, the information still has two inherent limitations. Because

enterprise returns can be highly variable, profits in a given month may not adequately
represent overall return or profitability. Also, the income from one enterprise represents only
part of an individual’s or a family/household’s overall livelihood strategy; focusing only on its
guantification ignores other possible opportunity costs. For example, enterprise returns may
increase because of reduced labor and other resource allocation to alternative productive
activities.

This net income flow section is perhaps the most complicated part the Survey. This series of
guestions requires considerable time during the interviewer training and the interview
process. (See Appendix 4.1, “Interviewer Training for the Impact Survey”-located on the CD
-for exercises and examples to improve data collection for these challenging indicators.) The
potential of a seasonal bias is also an important consideration for indicators that focus on a
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relatively short reporting period. You will want to find out if the time period being asked
about (for example, last four weeks or product cycle) had an average, high, or low yield. If

follow-up interviews are planned, they need to be conducted at the same time of year—ideally
the same month—to ensure comparability.

Impact Domain: Financial Performance

Hypothesis: Participation in program leads to changes in business practices
associated with profitability.
Survey Questions:  #21, #25 and #26a-b.

Indicators

Regarding business practices in the past 12 months,

o Percentage who expanded the size of enterprise facility - #21.a.

e Percentage who added new products to their enterprise - #21.b.

e Percentage who hired more workers - #21.c.

e Percentage who improved the quality or desirability of their products (added value) -

#21.d.
e Percentage who reduced enterprise costs by buying inputs in greater volume or at

wholesale prices - #21.e.
e Percentage who reduced costs with cheaper source of credit - #21.f.

e Percentage who developed a new enterprise - #21.9.
e Percentage who sold in new markets/locations - #21.h.

When starting a new business:

e Percentage of interviewees who choose an enterprise by tradition (that they are

familiar with) or by imitation (because others are doing it) - #25.1.
e Percentage of interviewees who choose an enterprise based on whether the

product/service is in demand or whether it seems profitable - #25.2.
e Percentage of interviewees who choose an enterprise based on how much working

capital is needed or whether they have enough money - #25.3.
e Percentage of interviewees who choose an enterprise based on whether they can do it

and still take care of family and other responsibilities - #25.4.
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e Percentage of interviewees who start a new enterprise to diversify their overall
business and/or income - #25.5.

When operating a business:

e Percentage who keep their enterprise money separate from money for personal or

household expenses — 26.a.1
e percentage of clients who adopted this practice since joining the program - #26.b.2

e Percentage who calculate profits based on records of costs and earnings - #26.a.b.2
e percentage of clients who adopted this practice since joining the program - #26.b.2
e Percentage who know which products bring them the most profit - #25.2; #26.a.3

e percentage of clients who adopted this practice since joining the program - #26.b.3
e Percentage who pay themselves a wage for their work in their enterprise - #26.a.4

e percentage of clients who adopted this practice since joining the program - #26.b.4
e Percentage who have a fixed location with protection from sun/rain for selling their

products — #26.a.3
e percentage of clients who adopted this practice since joining the program - #26.b.5

e Percentage who have a fixed location for producing or storing their products different
from the location where family lives (This does not have to be another structure in
another location; may be a separate room in the same house or a specific location in

the house) - #26.a.6
e percentage of clients who adopted this practice since joining the program - #26.b.6

Purpose and Issues

Three survey questions focus on business decisions, skills and practices. Given the difficulty
in collecting accurate information on enterprise returns, qualitative changes in the nature of
the enterprise can be useful proxy indicators for increases in revenue in Hypothesis 1 or
direct indicators for Hypothesis 2. Business expansion, additional workers, and new products
can serve as proxy indicators for increased revenue and a ‘potential’ increase in profitability.

The second and third groupings of indicators assess the respondent’s enterprise management
knowledge and practices. The second group captures the response to the open-ended
question, “When you are deciding to undertake an enterprise, what factors do you consider?”
Typically, a new, inexperienced entrepreneur focuses more on “supply”” than on “demand”
considerations. For example, the entrepreneur selects his or her enterprise activity primarily
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on the basis of personal familiarity with the work, rather than on whether the product or
service is in demand or likely to yield profitable returns.

The third set of indicators focuses on management practices in ongoing businesses. They
require adaptation to individual programs’ specific impact goals and target clientele. For
example, the indicator under #26.a.4: “Do you pay yourself a wage for your work in...” is
only appropriate for those programs that encourage clients to pay themselves a wage in an
effort to make the returns they are earning more tangible. Capturing a range of enterprise
types, the selected indicators of business management reflect progression from the initial
stages of microenterprise viability to more mature, growth-oriented businesses. But each
program should measure those management practices they are most interested in promoting

among their clientele.
Other possible indicators
e Percentage who expanded their inventory

e Percentage who received credit from new suppliers

Impact Domain: Income-Smoothing Effect

Hypothesis: Participation in the program assists clients to survive periods of reduced

cash flow.
Survey Question: #33-34

Indicators
In last 12 months:
e Percentage of interviewees who at some point were unable to conduct an enterprise

because of lack of money - #33.a.
e Average length of the period interviewee was unable to conduct an enterprise because

of lack of money — # 33.b.
e Percentage of interviewees who had difficulty paying their loan - # 34.a.

e Specific causes for payment problems (if they had difficulty paying loan) - # 34.b.

Purpose and Issues
The purpose of the indicators is to capture the income-smoothing effect microenterprise

services can have, especially for relatively poorer entrepreneurs who are more vulnerable to
shocks and likely to have fewer alternative sources of credit or savings. The services assist the
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entrepreneur to continue in business rather than stopping and starting the income-generating
activity due to a lack of adequate cash flow.

Impact Domain: Enterprise Resource Base

Hypothesis  Participation in the program over a period of years increases enterprise assets.
Survey Questions #22 and #12

Indicators
In last 12 months:
e Percentage who purchased small tools/accessories - #22.a.
e Percentage who purchased major tools/equipment/machinery - #22.b.
e Percentage who purchased own means of transportation (primarily for the business),

such as bicycles, carts, motorcycles - #22.c.
e Percentage who invested in a storage structure - #22.d.

e Percentage who made a minor investment in their production or marketing site (such

as a chair, table, display case, shed) - #22.e.
e Percentage who invested in structures for their marketing site (kiosk, shop)-#22.f.

e Percentage of those who used their last loan to increase their working capital -

#12.b.1., #12.b.2., #12.b.3.
e Percentage of those who used their last loan to invest in agricultural or animal raising

inputs-12.b.4.
e Percentage of those who used their last loan to invest in fishing inputs - #12.b.5.

Purpose and Issues

The purpose of these indicators is to determine whether respondents have invested in assets
that will build the resource base of the business. Rather than a more complicated attempt to
value the net worth of the enterprise (current and/or fixed assets), this line of questioning
aims to identify key enterprise assets that reflect a progression in enterprise development. An
increase in assets may be considered a proxy indicator for past business profits that were
invested in these items.

The assets listed in the lettered response categories under Question #22 will need to be
adapted to the specific context of each program. For any particular clientele, program staff is
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likely to be aware of threshold assets or investments that indicate improvement and increased
net worth, such as specific types of marketing structures, tools, and accessories.

[] B2 Family/Household-Level
Hypotheses and Survey Indicators

Impact Domain: Household’s Income

Hypothesis Participation in the program leads to increases in household income.
Survey Questions #13, #14.a., #14.b., #14.c.

Indicators
Over the last 12 months...
e Percentage whose household income has decreased greatly - #13.1.
e Percentage whose household income has decreased - #13.2.
e Percentage whose household income has stayed the same - #13.3.
e Percentage whose household income has increased - #13.4.
o Percentage whose household income has increased greatly - #13.5.
e Percentage whose income has decreased greatly over the last twelve months - #14.a.1.
e Percentage whose income has decreased over the last twelve months — #14.a.2.
e Percentage whose income has stayed the same over the last twelve months - #14.a.3.
e Percentage whose income has increased over the last twelve months - #14.a.4.
e Percentage whose income has increased greatly over the last twelve months - #14.a.5.
e Percentage who said that “X factor” was the cause of their decrease in income -
#14.b.
e Percentage who said that “X factor” was the cause of their increase in income - #14.c.

Purpose and Issues

The conceptual framework used by AIMS makes an excellent case for a broader household
perspective. The fact that clients operate their businesses as part of a family/household unit
means that changes in income in the individual’s business will likely affect changes in the
household.
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When tested in Honduras and Mali with small loans, however, the indicators measuring
overall household income were relatively insensitive to program impact. In Mali, where very
large families/households are the norm, these household indicators were not sensitive to
change in income experienced by a single member (as measured in question #14).
Nevertheless, these questions are included on the survey for programs particularly concerned
about income at this level, such as those where households are relatively small and/or family
enterprises are the norm. The sensitivity of this indicator is likely to increase with time in the
program; as the entrepreneur’s income increases from a growing business, it will have more
impact on household income.

Questions pursuing why household income increased or decreased can be added to the survey
if desired. (See Chapter 4, Part C “Optional Indicators and Survey Questions™.)

Impact Domain: Household Assets

Hypothesis Participation in the program leads to increases in household assets.
Survey Question  #27

Indicators
For each of three categories of assets based on typical cost ($100 or less; $100-1,000; over

$1,000)
e Percentage owning “X’ number of household assets - #27.a.

o Percentage of those having “X” number of these items in working condition - #27.b.
e Percentage acquiring additional household assets in last two years - #27.c.
e Percentage who acquired these households assets since joining the program - #27.d.

Indicators calculated by the computerized statistical program for each of the three value
categories:
e Mean score of household assets currently owned (clients vs. non-clients)
e Mean score of household assets acquired in last two years (clients vs. non-clients)
e Mean score of household assets acquired since joining the program

Purpose and Issues
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This line of questioning accomplishes two purposes: 1) it uses a context-specific consumer
index to reflect the household’s relative socioeconomic status; and 2) it helps determine
relative direction of change in the household’s inventory of assets by asking if the items were
acquired in the last two years. Finally, to link asset acquisition to the program, interviewers
ask clients if the assets were acquired since joining the program.

For this indicator to be meaningful and function well, it must be revised for each program
area because assets that are markers for increasing wealth vary by region. For example, in
southeastern Mali a pushcart or a large clay pot are highly sought-after assets that indicate a
progression of relative wealth. By contrast, in more economically developed Honduras, when
clients have more income, they invest in time-saving appliances like refrigerators. Interviews
with key informants can help identify which assets distinguish a household as being relatively
better off or which ones people typically acquire as they accumulate more wealth. When
preparing an asset list appropriate to the program setting, it is advisable to limit the number
of assets included because this information can take a lot of time to collect and analyze.

For simplicity sake, the asset index in this survey focuses only on the quantity and ownership
of assets, rather than their economic value. To improve the comparative power of the
indicator, assets are grouped according to relative value based on their typical cost; assets of
modest value are less than $100; assets of mid-range value are between $100 and $1,000;
and assets of high-range value are greater than $1,000. These value ranges could also be
modified according to the context of the program and local economy.

Impact Domain: Household Expenditure

Hypothesis Participation in the program leads to increases in household welfare (in

such aspects as education, housing, food security)
Use of loan money and enterprise profits
Survey Questions #12a., #12.c., #20

Indicators
e Percentage of respondents that used part of loan in the business - #12.a.
e Percentage of respondents that used part of loan to buy food for the household -

#12.c.1.
e Percentage of respondents that used part of loan to buy clothing or a household item -
#12.c.2.
Learning from Clients: 4B-11 Tool 1. Impact Survey
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e Percentage of respondents that used part to loan to give or lend to spouse or other

person - #12.c.3.
e Percentage of respondents that used part of loan to keep money on hand for an

emergency or to repay the loan - #12.c.4.
e Percentage who used profit from their enterprise to buy food - #20.1.

e Percentage who used profit from their enterprise to buy clothing - #20.2.

e Percentage who used profit from their enterprise to pay school expenses - #20.3.

e Percentage who used profit from their enterprise to pay health-related costs - #20.4.
e Percentage who used profit from their enterprise to buy items for the house - #20.5.

Purpose and Issues

This series of indicators captures how clients invest both loan funds received from the
program and enterprise profits. The other indicators for this hypothesis are broken down into
sections of education, housing and food security. The funds used to increase these elements of
household welfare may come from the loan money, the cash flow of the business, profits or
savings of the entrepreneur. Clients are compared to non-clients since the hypothesis is that
the clients should be doing better economically and contributing more to these elements of
household welfare.

Education
Survey Questions #10, #11

Indicators
e Percentage whose school expenditures for the current school year have increased,
stayed the same or increased relative to last school year - #11
e Percentage of school-aged children who are currently in school - #10.b. divided by
#10.a.
e Percentage of school-aged children who never went to school - # 10.c. divided by

#10.a.
e Highest grade in school completed by any children in the household - #10.d.

Purpose and Issues
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The purpose of these indicators is to capture changes in school expenditures, school
enrollment, and educational attainment of the entrepreneur’s children. The generic Impact
Survey includes only a retrospective and tendency question about education-related
spending. Efforts to quantify school spending were unsuccessful, especially in Mali where a
large percentage of respondents were unable to give specific amounts. Both tools tests also
collected school enrollment information for every school-age child in the household (see the
optional question in Chapter 4, Part C), but this data proved too complex to analyze for this
type of evaluation. The summary indicators “percentage of school-aged children currently in
school’ and “percentage who never went to school,”” however, are more easily captured
through fewer, more summative questions (see survey questions #10-11). You will need to

revise Question #10 to reflect the range of school ages in your country.
Other possible indicators:

e Reasons for change in educational spending (some reasons are likely to be unrelated to

available income, such as a new child in school, an increase in school fees, etc.).
e Percentage who used enterprise profits to increase educational spending.

Housing
Survey Questions #28, #29

Indicators
In the last two years:
e Percentage who made repairs, improvements, or additions to their home that cost more

than US$50 - #28
e Percentage who made housing repairs or improvements (i.e., fixed or improved

existing roof, floor, or walls) - #29.1.a.
e Percentage of clients who made the improvement while in the program - #29.1.b.

e  Percentage who expanded the house (i.e., built new room, shed, attic, or fence) - #29.2.a.
e percentage of clients who made the improvement while in the program - #29.2.b.
e Percentage who improved water or sanitation system (i.e., new well, drainage/sewage

system, showers, or latrine) - #29.3.a.
e Percentage of clients who made the improvement while in the program - #29.3.b.

e Percentage who improved lighting (i.e., electricity, gas, kerosene, etc.) - #29.4.a.
e Percentage of clients who made the improvement while in the program - #29.4.b.
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Purpose and Issues

The purpose of these indicators is to capture improvement in housing. It is especially
important to tailor the housing changes and improvements to the particular program context
For example, in Honduras, electricity is one of the specific housing-related investments

people make. In rural Mali, acquiring a kerosene lamp is a more appropriate indicator.
In addition to developing context-specific home improvements, you will need to decide if the

length of time (two years) and the minimum amount of money spent in Question #28 is
appropriate for your area. Following the tools test in Mali, a minimum amount spent on
housing was added to Q. #28 since virtually all households make housing improvements each
year, given the relatively temporary nature of their building materials (e.g., grass roofs and
mud walls).

Efforts to quantify spending on certain housing improvements listed in #29 were unsuccessful,
especially in Mali, where a large percentage of respondents were unable to give specific
amounts.

Diet and Food Security
Survey Questions #30-32

Indicators
e Percentage whose household diet in the last twelve months worsened, stayed the same,

or improved - #30.
e How the diet has worsened (if it did- descriptive) - #31.a.

e How the diet has improved (if it did - descriptive) - #32.b.

e Percentage whose household had to eat less or eat less well in the last twelve months -
#32.a.

e Average length of “hungry” period - #32.b.

Purpose and Issues

The purpose of the first indicator is simply to capture the direction of change in the quality of
the family/household diets. The next two follow-up indicators are descriptive in nature and
collect information about how the diet has improved or worsened. There are some pre-coded
answers for 32.b. A program could choose to pre-code some answers for 31.a. based on its
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knowledge of the client base. Because food is very context specific, the pre-coded answers
need to be adjusted to the program’s clients.

The purpose of the final two indicators is to capture the household’s relative food security.
The concept of a “hungry”” season, when the harvest from the previous year is either depleted
or running low, is common in rural areas of the developing world. Higher food prices are
common during this period of relative food scarcity. These indicators assess whether a
household experienced a period of more acute food insecurity when it was necessary to eat
less or eat less well. If so, then the final indicator measures how long this period lasted. Even
in the same communities, some households will be buffered from the effects of such a period,
while others experience it for many months in the year. The hypothesis is that the clients will
experience hungry seasons less often or that they will suffer them for shorter periods of time

than non-clients.
That these indicators, especially those focused on food insecurity, are not very specific is a

drawback. The concepts of “improvement” or “eat less well”” are general and subjective and
may differ from respondent to respondent. During training, interviewers need to develop a
common understanding of the criteria.

B.3 Individual-Level Hypotheses and Survey Indicators

Impact Domain: Personal Savings

Hypothesis Participation in microenterprise services leads to
increased personal savings.
Survey Questions  #23, #24

Indicators
e Percentage who had personal savings at the time of the interview - #23.
e Percentage whose personal savings decreased greatly over the last twelve months -

#24.1.
e Percentage whose personal savings decreased over the last twelve months - #24.2.
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e Percentage whose personal savings stayed the same over the last twelve months -

#24.3.
e Percentage whose personal savings increased over the last twelve months - #24.4.

e Percentage whose personal savings increased greatly over the last twelve months -

#24.5.
e Average amount of clients’ personal savings in the program at time of interview—from

information filled in from database before interview on Interviewee Data Form.

e Percentage who had deposited with the program maore than the required amount of
savings—from information filled in from database before interview on Interviewee Data
Form.

Other possible indicators
e Percentage who reported “X”” was the reason for the decrease or increase in savings
(Could be added to Question #24 as follow-up questions, similar to 14.b. and 14.c.)

Purpose and Issues

The purpose of these indicators is to determine if clients’ individual savings have increased in
the past 12 months. To answer these questions, the respondent has to consider income from
all her productive activities, not just the enterprise supported by the loan. A focus on the
individual’s overall savings is likely to be more sensitive to program impact than questions
about general household income, particularly in areas where large households with many
economically active adults are common. The SEEP team opted to focus on personal cash
savings since non-liquid “savings,” such as animals or other assets, are the focus of other
guestions. The indicator focuses on “personal,” rather than “household,” savings because
these amounts might be guarded information that is not even shared with other members of
the household. In addition, because an entrepreneur’s personal savings are more likely to be
a result of her own effort, it can serve as a proxy indicator for women’s increased control over

financial resources.
Programs will need to clearly define the concept of savings for this set of indicators, especially

those that include a savings (either mandatory or voluntary) component. The question needs
to specify if the respondent should report on savings held outside, as well as on deposit with,
the program (e.g., “aside from the savings you have in the communal bank.”). If the clients
have a savings passbook with the program, the interviewer can be instructed to ask to look at
the passbook and note this information on page 1 during the interview.

Learning from Clients: 4B-16 Tool 1. Impact Survey
Assessment Tools for Microfinance Practitioners Survey Hypotheses and Indicators



Chapter 4B

B.4 Community-Level Hypotheses and Survey Indicators

Impact Domain: Child Labor

Hypothesis 14 Participation in the program reduces problematic
child labor in clients’ enterprises.

Survey Question  #19

Indicators
o Number of young children (under 11 years) and older children (11-17 years old)
assisting with either of the two principal income-earning enterprises in the last four

weeks
¢ Number of young children (under 11 years) and older children (11-17 years old) who

missed school in the last four weeks or never enrolled to assist the entrepreneur

Related Demographic Indicator
o Number of school-age children (6 to 17 years) in the household who never went to
school - #10.d.

Purpose and Issues

The purpose of this hypothesis and these indicators is to explore whether program services
have the unintended negative effect of drawing children from school so that they can help
with the enterprises that were stimulated due to the program’s loans. This hypothesis refers to
any children, not only the client’s own children, since the negative effect could extend outside
the immediate family to other children working for the entrepreneur. A challenge in using the
indicator arises from the difficulty of knowing if children were never enrolled in school so that
they could work for the enterprise.

Other possible indicators:
¢ Number of hours per day that school-aged children support the client’s

microenterprise.
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e Number of children from the home who help the client’s microenterprise.
e Number of children from outside the home who help the client’s microenterprise.

Impact Domain: Employment

Hypothesis  Participation in the program increases employment in the clients’ community.
Survey Question #21.c.

Purpose and Issues

This indicator captures employment generated by the enterprise and thus the income-earning
opportunities in the community. Questions about employment, however, are relevant only for
those programs targeting clientele whose economic position enables them to hire labor. Many
programs target clients too poor or unstable to hire workers. Thus, employment impact is
included only in question #21.c., which explores changes made to the enterprise over the last
T I RS S e gt T A R =S D A KSR S

priority to this hypothesis and will need to develop additional indicators and questions to test it.

B.5 Indicators of Client Satisfaction and Feedback

Questions pertaining to clients’ likes, dislikes, and programmatic recommendations are
included in the Impact Survey, even though they do not pertain to any specific SEEP impact
hypotheses. One of the advantages of a sample survey is that it can provide a random sample
and representative sense of clients’ experiences and opinions. Program managers have been
surprised to learn what their clients like “best” and “least”” about the microenterprise
program, and have studied their recommendations for its improvement. Client satisfaction is
closely linked to impact, since whether and how a program serves its clients’ needs will very
often affect the degree and nature of its impacts. Furthermore, positive impacts increase
client satisfaction and motivation to remain in the program, thus increasing the probability of
positive returns.
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Impact Domain: Client Preferences

Survey Question #35

Indicators
e Percentage of clients interviewed reporting they liked “X”” feature of the program
(The question asks the client to name three features of the program they like most.)

Impact Domain: Client Dislikes

Survey Question #36

Indicators
e Percentage of clients interviewed reporting they did not like “X” feature of the
program
(The guestion allows the client to name three features of the program they like least.)

Impact Domain : Client Recommendations

Survey Question #37

Indicators
e Percentage of clients interviewed recommending “X”’ change to improve the program
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B.6 Mediating Factors: Demographic Indicators,

Program Participation Indicators and
Community Characteristics

Domain : Demographic and Socioeconomic Indicators

Survey Questions Principally #2 through #12, #15

Purpose and Issues

There are no hypotheses for mediating or independent factors. However, presented with the
demographic profile of the random client sample, program managers often have been
surprised by information that contradicts their assumptions concerning who their clients are.
In data analysis, demographic characteristics are often used for cross tabulating with the
results of a survey question.

B.7 Indicators of Client Demographics
and Socioeconomic Status

Of the Respondent:
e Gender - on the Interviewee Data Form

e Age - on the Interviewee Data Form

e Marital or co-habitational status - #4

e Years of formal education - #5

e Percentage functionally literate (able to read a letter) - #6

Of the Respondent’s Household:
e Head of Household - #9
e Percentage female-headed households - #9

e Number of adults (over 18 years) - #7.a.
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Of the Respondent’s Children in Household:
e Number of children (less than 18 years) - #7.b.

e Number of school-aged children - #10.a.

o Number of school-aged children in the household who are currently attending school -
#10.b.

o Number of school-aged children in the household that are being helped economically
by the business - 10.c.

e Highest grade in school completed by any of the children - #10.e.

o Number of younger children (less than 11 years old) helping with the business in the
last 4 weeks - #19.1.

e Number of older children (11 to 17 years) helping with the business in the last 4 weeks
- #19.2.
Of the Respondent’s Household Economy:

o Dependency ratio (number of adult workers/number of household members) - #8.a.

divided by (#7.a. + #7.b.).
e Average number of salaried workers in the household - #8.b.

e Percentage of households with a salaried worker - #8.b.
e Percentage of interviewees that have worked for another person or institution and

earned a salary or other income in the last 4 weeks - #15.a.
e Percentage of interviewees who only worked at their own business or other income-

generating activity in the last 4 weeks - #15.b.
e Ownership of productive and consumer assets meant to reflect relative wealth in the

area - #27.
o Type of enterprise activity with the most income - #16.b. and #17.b.

Of the economic sector in which the client invested the last loan:
e Investment of a portion of last loan in commerce/retail trade - #12.b.1.
e Investment of a portion of last loan in manufacture/processing - #12.b.2.
e Investment of a portion of last loan in services - #12.b.3.
e Investment of a portion of last loan in agriculture - #12.b.4.
o Did not invest last loan in an income-generating activity - #12.b.98.
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Purpose and Issues

Much of the first part of the Impact Survey focuses on information pertaining to the
respondents’ characteristics. Information such as a respondent’s age, education level, and
socioeconomic status includes critical mediating factors for program impact. This type of
information is also critical to assess the comparability of survey sample groups, which is
particularly important for impact surveys with a cross-sectional design. If the sample groups
are systematically different in their demographic or socioeconomic characteristics, this
fact—rather than the impact of the program—might explain differences found in outcome
indicators. Typically, the first step in data analysis is to compare the client and non-client
characteristics of the samples. If significant differences are found, this information needs to
be factored into any subsequent analysis and comparison of impact areas.

B.8 Indicators of Participation in Microenterprise Services

Survey questions: #1, 2, 3, 12.a., 34, and the Interviewee Data Form and the Interviewee

Data Form.
These indicators refer to survey information collected from program records and the first few

questions on the Survey.

Indicators of Participation in the current Program:

e Length of time participating in the microenterprise program - #1.b. and the

Interviewee Data Form
e Amount of current loan - Interviewee Data Form

e Increase in borrowing since joining the program (current loan - initial loan)-can be

calculated from the information on the Interviewee Data Form
o Number of loans directly from the program (external account) - Interviewee Data

Form
e Cumulative value of loans received (need a good MIS to include this indicator)—can be

calculated from info on Interviewee Data Form and program MIS by adding up the
principal amount of each loan received from program.

Indicators of Clients with Payment Difficulties:

e Percentage reporting that they faced repayment problems with last loan - #34.a.
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Percentage reporting specific reason “X’ for having problems paying loan - #34.b.

Indicators of Savings Participation

Amount of current savings with the program - Interviewee Data Form.
Percentage of savings above the required minimum - can be calculated from

Interviewee Data Form.
Number who invested last loan in an income-generating activity - #12.a.

Number of persons who have withdrawn savings from the program - Interviewee Data

Form.
Amount of savings withdrawn - Interviewee Data Form.

Indicators of participation in other credit programs:

Currently borrowing from another source for your enterprise - #2.a.
From what other source - #2.b.

Purpose and Issues

Another factor closely associated with program impact is the nature and amount of

microenterprise services a client receives. The Impact Survey and Interviewee Data Form ask

for information about loan size and how long the client has been in the program, both of

which usually can be collected from program records. Analysis that disaggregates impact by

this type of programmatic information can be very useful. To help establish the link between

the program and differences in the outcome variables under study, your analysis can include

quegtion§ 4585 1oans correlated with larger enterprise income or less likelihood of

repayment difficulties?
Are longer-term clients more likely to exhibit a greater degree and range of program

impacts?
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[] B9 Community Characteristics

FIGURE 4B-1

In the Mali test site, information was collected on a variety of proxy indicators of commercial
development for each study community, including

1. estimated population;
proximity to major roads;
proximity to major daily markets;
access to public transportation;
whether a school was in the community, and if so, the highest grade; and
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whether a health center and trained health service provider were in the community.

Community characteristics are another important mediating factor (see Figure 4B-1). For
example, a community’s relative remoteness or commercial development may influence many
of the impact outcome indicators proposed in this Part B of Chapter 4. Typically this
information is included in the sampling strategy. Additional detail, however, might also be
collected for each studied community and incorporated into the analysis. Since this is
community-level rather than individual-level information, its collection need not be
incorporated into questions in the generic Impact Survey. Instead, information pertaining to
key community characteristics can simply be obtained from selected key informants while the
impact surveys are underway.
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Optional Indicators and Survey Questions

The survey instrument tested in Mali and Honduras was longer than the tool presented at the
beginning of this chapter. Several questions were deleted from the survey after the two tests
for two broad reasons. Either:

®* Questions were not sensitive enough to capture any significant differences between the
client and comparison groups in Mali and Honduras; or

®* Their data collection, coding, and/or analysis proved too complicated for a
practitioner-led evaluation.

Given the inevitable exceptions to both of these reasons, however, the questions that were
tested, but subsequently deleted, are presented here as options for organizations to consider
including in response to their specific programmatic priorities. In the first category of
optional questions, it is possible that the questions will prove more effective in different
settings and be important enough to an organization to merit inclusion; similarly,
organizations can address the complexity of the questions in the second category if priorities
justify allocating the time and expertise they require.

For each optional item in this section, you will find the hypothesis, the indicator, the actual
survey question and the test experience that explains why the question was deleted from the
core survey. This information is provided to help evaluators learn from the experience and
errors of the AIMS-SEEP teams.

C.1 Optional Indicators and Questions
Responding to Specific Program Interests

The questions in this section may not be sensitive enough to capture impact, but they may
respond to special programmatic interests.

Hypothesis: Participation in microenterprise services leads to increased welfare at the
household level in such areas as food security, housing, health and education.
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Education of Children

Indicators:

Age, gender, attendance, and grade completed for all children in household

Question:
Now | would like to ask about the children in the household that are of school age (5-17
years). Please tell me:

Child’s a. b. c. Present or last [ d. Does the | e. For the current school
first Child’s | Child’s | grade completed. child year, how much did your
name age (in | gender | (If never attended, currently | household spend on school

years) | 1. Male put 0.) attend fees and other education
2. school? expenses for this child?
Female 1. Yes
2. No
(If no, skip e.)

Test experience:

This information was collected for each school-aged child. This more disaggregated approach
required considerable time, especially for data entry and analysis, and has been replaced by
summary questions in the final version of the survey (see questions 9a-9d). However, for
organizations particularly interested in impact on education, this approach potentially
allows for analysis of school enrollment and spending by gender and age group.
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Diet and Food Security

Indicators:

Mean number of times respondents ate certain good-quality foods sensitive to income changes
in last three days (meat/fish/chicken, eggs, salad, onions, beans)

Mean amount spent by household on certain good-quality foods sensitive to income changes in
last three days (meat/fish/chicken, eggs, salad, onions, beans)

Questions:
Read In the last three days, how many In the last three days, how much would
horizontally times did you eat the following you estimate your household spent on
and probe foods? these foods?
a. [ | times [__]99. Don’t know [ ] amount [ ]99. Don’t
meat/chicken know
/fish
b. eggs [ | times [__]99. Don’t know [ ] amount [ ]99. Don't
know
c. milk [ | times [__]99. Don’t know [ ] amount [ ]99. Don’t
know

In the last week, was any income that you earned in your business used to purchase

food?

[ | 1. Yes

[ ] 0. No

[ | 99. Don’t know

Test experience:

The intent of these questions is to focus on foods like meat and eggs which are often sensitive
to increases in income. However, in both tools tests, these questions were relatively time-
consuming in terms of interviewer training and collection. In neither case were the indicators
found to be sensitive to program impact, indicating either a genuine lack of change or an
error for this line of questioning. However, organizations that are particularly interested in
dietary impacts might elect to include similar questions to focus more intensively on this area.
Additional indicators for food security developed by USAID are described in Figure 4C-1.
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Ficure 4C-1.
USAID Food Security Indicators

Two promising indicators proposed for use by PL 480 Title ll-funded programs are as follows:

e number of eating occasions (meals) per day
e number of different foods or food groups consumed (diet diversity)

Use the following specific questions to collect this information:

1. Yesterday, did you or anyone in your household consume

any food before a morning meal yes  no
a morning meal yes  no
any food between morning and midday meals yes  no
a midday meal yes  no
any food between midday and evening meals yes  no
an evening meal yes  no
any food after the evening meal yes  no

2. Yesterday, did you or anyone in your household consume

cereals yes no
roots/tubers yes  no
legumes yes  no
milk/milk products yes  no
eggs yes  no
meat/offal yes  no
fish/seafood yes  no
oil/fat yes  no

(Question 2 continued) Yesterday, did you or anyone in your household consume

sugar/honey yes  no
fruits yes  no
vegetables yes  no
other (spices, sodas, etc.) yes  no

Analysis of the questions consists of simply totaling the number of “yes” responses. The pre-
coded response must be adapted to the local context. Practitioners might consider testing and
using these two indicators of food security.
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Health

Indicators:
® Percent who had someone in the family who needed medical attention in last twelve
months
® Sources of money to pay medical expenses (descriptive)
® Percent who used money from their enterprise (profit) to pay for the medical expenses

® Percent who had a family member in the last twelve months who was not taken for
medical attention because the household lacked the money to pay for it

Questions:
During the last twelve months, was there an occasion in which you or a member of your family
needed medical attention?

[ 11 Yes (go to #43b) [ 10.No(goto#44) [ __]199. Don't know (go to #44)

Where did you get the money to pay these medical costs? (Don’t read. Multiple
Answers possible.)

[ ]1. From my business (profit) [ ]4. Borrowed money at cost (specify
source, amount, and cost)

[ ]2. From another household business or [ ]5. other (specify source, amount

source of income. and cost)
[ ]3. Borrowed from friends/family [ ]99. Don’t know
at no cost

In the last twelve months, was any ill or injured member of the household not taken for
medical attention or treatment because the household lacked the money to pay for it?

[ | 1. Yes [ | 0. No [ | 99. Don’t know
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Test experience:

The purpose of these indicators was to assess whether microenterprise services provided
clients with an increased ability to deal with medical crises and health costs. In both tools
tests, this line of questioning demonstrated little to no difference between the client and non-
client groups. It is difficult to know if this was due to a genuine lack of impact or if the
indicators are not sensitive to change in this area. For this reason, the questions are included
as optional for those programs particularly interested in exploring health impacts, but they
are not part of the core Impact Survey.

Hypothesis: Participation in microenterprise services leads to increases in paid labor—and in
the productivity of labor—for women, without negative consequences.

Hired Labor

Indicators:

Percent of respondents who had hired labor in the last four weeks to conduct their
enterprise(s)

Mean number of full-time laborers assisting with the enterprise in the last four weeks
Mean number of part-time laborers assisting with the enterprise in the last four weeks
Mean number of occasional laborers assisting with the enterprise in the last four weeks

Question:
Not counting yourself, in the last four weeks how many persons did you pay to help you with
this work? (Read.)

Full-time (standard work Part-time (employed for Occasional (irregular—by
week) fewer hours than full time) task)

Test Experience:

The test survey included this question for any and all income-generating activities
respondents might have engaged in during the last four weeks. The team decided that
increases in hired labor were not a major impact anticipated for poverty-lending programs
that intentionally target relatively poorer households with the specific goal of poverty
alleviation. The core Impact Survey still includes a question to capture trends in hired labor
(see question #21) but additional efforts to quantify increases in hired labor are not
warranted. While this information is straightforward to collect and analyze, the question is
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only relevant for those programs targeting clientele whose economic position enables them to
hire labor.

Hypothesis: Participation in microenterprise services leads to increased household income.

Indicators: Reasons why household income decreased or increased

Questions:
(If decreased) Why did your household’s overall income decrease? (Do not read. Multiple
answers possible.)

[ 11. Poor agricultural [ 13.lliness or deathinthe [ ]99. Don’t know
season family

[ ]2. Family member lost [ ]4. Other (specify)
employment

(If increased) Why did your household’s overall income increase? (Do not read.
Multiple answers possible.)

[ 1]1. Good agricultural [ 13. Loans from Credit [ 199. Don’t know
season with Education
program
[ ]2. Family member got [ ]4. Other (specify)
employment

Test Experience:

While the core Impact Survey includes a question about relative change in their household
income, the team found that, in both sites, the factors that respondents identified as
influencing change in household income were most often external to the microenterprise
program and pertained to agricultural returns, change in employment status or sickness
and/or death in the family. They were also left off the core survey to keep it from getting too
long, but anyone interested in pursuing the reasons for change in household income can re-
insert these as #13a and b.

Hypothesis: Participation in microenterprise services leads to increased assets.
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Use of Savings

Indicators:

Percent who used their savings to buy food and clothing, to pay for health-related costs, to
make improvements or additions to their houses, to pay for education, to pay for animals, and

to pay for weddings or other ceremonies.

Question:

During the last twelve months, how have you used your savings? (Don’t read. Mark with a

“1” for the way the interviewee has spent the most on, then a “2” for the second way, and a

“3” for the third way.)

[ ]1. Reinvested in my enterprise

[ 12. Bought basic items for myself and my
family like food and clothing

[ 13. For medicine or other health related
costs

[ ]4. Made improvements or additions to
my house

[___15. For education costs

[ |6. For animals

Test experience:

[ 17. For weddings or other ceremonies
[ 18. Reduced debt

[ ]9. Have not used savings

[ 1]10. For cart or machine
(specify)

[ ]11. other (specify)

[ 199. Don’'t know

The teams found that the “use of profit” and “use of savings” questions provided very similar
answers, making the inclusion of both unnecessary. The core Impact Survey still includes
questions to capture the trend changes in respondents personal savings.

Control over Resources

Hypothesis: Participation in microenterprise services leads to increased control over

resources on the part of women clients.

Indicator:

® Relative say in household decision-making about (a) whether to take a loan, (b) how to
use the loan, (c) what to buy for enterprise, (d) how to sell product, how to use profits,
and (e) what work they do in a normal day
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® Percent reporting not fully dependent on husband to want to buy for basic needs like
food and clothing

Questions:

(For married women only) For the business which gives you the greatest earnings, who in your

household decides...? (For each item, read the six possible answers in the columns. Mark the

answer with an “X”.)

Check box 1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 98.
Horizontally Husband | Mostly | Husband and | Mostly | Only | Other Not
Who decides...? only Husband | you equally you You | (specify) | applicable

A. To take out a
loan?

B. How to use
loans you have
taken?

C. What you buy
for your
business?

D. How your
product is sold?

E. How to use
profits from your
business?

F. What work
you do during a
normal day?

When you want or need to buy things like food or clothing for yourself or your family, which of

the following answers best describes your situation? (Read answers.)

| |1. You have your own money so can

usually buy what you need

[ ]2. You occasionally have to get the
money from your husband or
someone else in the household

Learning from Clients:
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Test experience:

The series of questions about who makes decisions in the household pertaining to taking a
loan, investing a loan etc. were dropped because the team felt that quantitative methods
could not adequately capture impact of this type. Yet, examining decision-making is of
particular interest to practitioners who intentionally or only serve women. A more in-depth,
open-ended approach for exploring this impact hypothesis is part of the qualitative tool that
focuses on women’s empowerment.
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C.2 Optional Indicators and Questions
Requiring More Complex Analysis

Questions in this section have proved to be too complex.

Sources of Household Income

Question:

I am interested to learn about the activities that you and other members of your household

undertook to earn a living during the last twelve months. (Read each activity.)

During the last 12 months...

Activity A. What B. Were any of | C. Which D. (for participants
activities did these activities | activity(ies) only) which
your household | new to your earn you cash | activity(ies) did you
engage in? household? income? invest some or all of
(Check) (Check) (Check) your last program
loan?
A. Farming

B. Animal husbandry

C. Self-employed
enterprise (specify)
#1

#2

#3

#4

D. Salaried worker or
wage employment on
regular basis

F. Casual labor or
irregular wage
employment

G. Other (specify)

Test experience:

The first tools test included a question meant to capture the diversity of household income
sources. However, the detailed information this question generated required complicated
data management and analysis techniques beyond the scope of this practitioner tool. This line
of question would be more appropriate for a qualitative in-depth individual interview.
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C.3 Questions Unrelated to Specific AIMS Hypotheses
Solidarity

Questions:
a. In the last twelve months were you a member of a group or association? Yes No

b. (If said yes to a) Can you tell me the ways in which being in a group helped you?

[ ]1. Provided support when I needed [ __ ]4. Allowed me to develop my

help leadership skills
[ ]2. Given me business ideas and [ 15. Gave me training and new
contacts information
[ ]3. Offered me new friendships [ 1]6. Other
(specify):

Test experience:

Microenterprise programs that use a group lending approach might be interested in
capturing impact in this area by adding these two questions. Note also that the Exit
Survey includes two questions that capture the social benefits that group lending can
foster.

Alternative Credit Sources

Indicators:
Percent borrowing from source other than the microenterprise program in last twelve
months to conduct their enterprise (from where?)
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Questions:
a. During the last twelve months, have you borrowed money to conduct your
enterprise from a source other than the (insert organization name) program?

[ | 1. Yes [ | 0. No [ | 99. Don’t know

b. If yes, from what source did you borrow? (Read. Multiple answers possible)

[ ]1. Commercial bank/Credit Union [ ]5. Tontine
[ ]2. Family/friend/money lender without [ ]6. Program other than (insert
cost organization name)

(specify)

[ ]13. Family/friend/money lender at cost [ 199. Don’t know
[ ]4. Wholesaler or supplier

Test experience:

These two questions about alternative borrowing do not address any specific AIMS
hypothesis. They were included in the test survey because practitioners often are interested in
knowing whether their clients are also borrowing from other sources. Yet, only a few
respondents reported alternative borrowing. Programs operating in a more competitive
lending environment, however, might be interested in collecting this type of information as
part of an impact assessment as credit from alternative, even informal sources, can have
similar impacts as those of the program’s own financial services.
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D.1 The Impact Survey by Module

The survey presented in this manual is a generic model. It will always need some adaptation
in response to a program’s specific needs, client groups and contexts. PART D offers
guidance for this adaptation, including:

® the separation of the survey into distinct modules;
® instructions for writing new indicators and questions; and
* an example of a significant variation on the survey that was used in Asia.

Modules in the Survey

This section provides a modular guide to the AIMS-SEEP Impact Survey. It is divided into
seven modules that users can select and combine as fits their needs. The questions in each
module are explained.

Figure 4.1

Survey Modules
Module One: Client and Household Profile
Module Two: Loan use and individual income
Module Three: Enterprise level: Income, labor, profit, improvements and assets
Module Four: Individual level: Savings and enterprise skills
Module Five: Family Level: Assets
Module Six: Family Welfare and Coping

Module Seven: Difficulty of Paying and Client Satisfaction with Program

MODULE ONE:
Client and Household Profile (Questions 1-11)

Individual level: basic information (questions #1.a.-6). The objective of this section is to
collect basic demographic information about the respondent that might influence the impact
of the program. The Impact Survey design assumes that the client sample and non-client
comparison groups are essentially the same with the principal difference being their exposure
to the program. These questions will enable comparisons of the sample groups to see if this
assumption is true. They supplement the information on the Interviewee Data Form that staff
members fill out using information from the program’s MIS.
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Q.1.a. The first question in the section is a check to ensure that the respondent represents the
desired sample group. For example, if you are supposed to be interviewing a non-client and
yet the respondent says that she used to be a member of the program, you will have to stop the
interview. Please note that while this question refers to “members”; programs will need to
adapt the terms—such as borrower and client—to their own language, etc.

Q.1.b. The answer is the number of months in the program and thus does not need to be pre-
coded. Can be like Questions 3 and 5.

Some programs have inserted additional questions at the end of Question 1, such as:
“Before belonging to the program, did you receive credit from another program?”

“Are you currently receiving credit from anyone other than our program?”’

Q.3 & Q.5. Respondents are asked to specify their age and their years in school rather than
indicate which category applies to them in a pre-coded list. For example, clients’ average age
is a more powerful and flexible variable for analysis than the percentage of respondents
between 18 and 35 years. In some program areas, many people do not know their specific
age. Preparing a chronology of events well-known to people in the area can help respondents
give more accurate age estimates. For example, a respondent who does not know her age may
know that she was born the year before independence.

Q.4. The concept of marriage/free union might require discussion and clarification by team
members. Rates of female-headed households might be grossly over-estimated if only an
officially recognized marriage is applied here. The objective is to know how many women
currently live with a partner; it is less important to know whether that partner is a legally-
recognized spouse, so non-official or free-union marriages should also be included. In some
areas, it would be meaningful to include separate categories for polygamous and monogamous
unions.

Q.6. The concept of reading a letter is meant to capture functional literacy. The letter could
be written in any language, but it should require a reading ability beyond simply recognizing
one’s own name.

Q.7. Records the number of adults and children in the household. (Write the response within
the appropriate columns of the table below the question). The household is potentially a very
complicated concept to define and identify. The definition of household applied here refers to
those people who live together (common residence) and share the same food at least once in a
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day (share common resources). The objective is to define those individuals whose economic
security is closely interdependent rather than the larger network of extended family.
Applying both a residential and communal food criteria is likely to identify this smaller and
more closely intertwined group. However, the definition of the essential economic and social
unit might differ by program area and even differ depending upon who within the household
is the respondent.

To make sure this question is suited to your program, discuss with staff specific examples of
living or eating arrangements and who should be defined as part of the household. For
example, talk about how to treat a case where a nephew has been living with the family and
sharing common meals for the last year (part of the household) versus a relative who stayed
with the family for only the last two weeks (not part of the household).

Question #7 also includes an age cut-off delineating who is an adult and who is a child. The
age cut-off was based on the information needed to apply the commonly used concept of
dependency ratio (children under 18 years/economically active adults).

Find the common definition of “adult™ and “child” in your country or area.

Q.8a. Refers to “economically active persons,” defined as those engaged in work that earns
income or products. Economically active would include family enterprises, agricultural
production and wage work, but not domestic labor. Discuss examples specific to the local
setting.

Q.8b. Refers to “salaried workers,” which is defined as a job that earns a fixed salary or
regular income. Generate and discuss examples specific to the local setting.

Q.9. Refers to “the head of the household,” which is defined as the person who is the
principal decision-maker. The question requires that the interviewer listen to the response
and then mark whether the answer indicates the head of household is the respondent herself,
a male relative or female relative. It is not necessary to indicate the specific nature of the
relationship between the respondent and head of household, only the gender of that person.
Discuss specific case examples illustrating different household heads.

Q.10a. Although school age often is considered to be between five and seventeen years of age,
a specific definition of “school age” must be adapted to the program site.
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If the survey happens to take place during a break between two school years, it might be
necessary to alter question #10.a. to read, “How many children in your household were
school-aged during this last school year?” and question #10.b. to read, “How many of these
children attended school in the last school year?”

Q10b. |s asking about children who regularly attend school. It may be full-time or part-time

in your area. Some programs follow this with a question of “How many of these children who
are currently in school receive economic assistance from your businesses?”

Q.10d. Record “highest grade attended” in terms of the number of years in school it
represents.

Q.11. Read the responses as instructed. School expenses include uniforms, books, etc. For
respondents who report that none of the school-aged children attended school either during
the current or last school year, the correct response is that the amount spent “stayed the
same.” Respondents with no children would answer “not applicable”.

MODULE TWO:

Loan use and individual income (Questions 12-14)

The objective of the questions in this module is to explore how current clients use their

program loans and general trends in respondents’ own income.

Q.12a-c. These questions are for current clients only, since they pertain to how program
loans have been used. The term “invest” sometimes is confusing when translated into another
language. It refers to “using the money from the program’s loan.”

Q.12c. Read the “use” statements to complete the question, “Did you use any portion of your
last loan to...?”” For this series of questions, multiple affirmative responses are possible. Some
interviewers think that when the client answers that he or she used part of the loan money to
buy clothes, it represents a diversion of the loan. Assurance of confidentiality is important, as
the program is interested in capturing what the loan is being used for, even if that use is
against current program rules.
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Q.13. Read to all respondents—current clients and non-clients or incoming clients. Explain
that it is asking about total household income and that the respondent is being asked to reflect
upon change “over the last twelve months.” For clarification or additional emphasis, you
might also say, “Last year at this very same month until now.” Note that this question is

demographic about the household and sets the context to interpret Q.14.a. It is not intended
to measure program impact.

Q.14.a. This question asks about personal income, as opposed to household income.

Q.14.b-c. Because these questions include a response for “other”” and multiple responses are
possible, it is important to probe by asking neutral statements like, “Anything else?”” until the
respondent says, “That is all.”

MODULE THREE:
Enterprise level: Income, labor, profit, improvements and assets

(Questions 15-22)

The obijective of this module is to focus on financial changes in and returns from respondents’
income-generating activities; income and expense information rely on client recall over a
relatively short recall period—the previous four weeks or last month. Questions 20-22 ask
clients to recall business purchases or investments over the past 12 months.

Q.15.a. This question refers to wage-earning activities.

Q.15.b. Focus the respondent’s attention on enterprise activities. The question asks about

“enterprise OF income-generating activities” because the translation for “enterprise” in many
languages might imply a more formal business than is characteristic of microenterprise
activities. The combination of both terms helps respondents to consider informal activities,
although subsequent follow-up questions do use the term “enterprise.” It should include
seasonal or piece work. The specific definition of the types of income-generating activities a
respondent should include depends on the program. For example, your team will have to
decide whether to include various types of farm production as income-generating activities.
You may also have to decide how to treat a client who invested her loan in the business of her
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husband or other family member. Is such an investment to be counted as an income-
generating activity for the client?

Q.16.a. Asks respondents to identify the enterprise that earns them the most money. It is
assumed that clients will have diversified livelihood strategies and are likely to engage in
more than one enterprise at the same time. However, for simplicity, the focus is on financial
returns to the two most important (in terms of their economic contribution) enterprise
activities. Questions #16 and #17 ask for the same information from each of these two
enterprises.

Q.16.b & Q.17.b. |dentify the pattern of ownership (e.g., household, partnership, single
owner).

Q.16.c & Q.17.c. By asking respondents to consider their product (or business) cycle—the
period of time within which they typically earn a profit—this question provides a flexible
approach within which respondents can report financial flows according to the time periods
most appropriate to their enterprise. While the ultimate goal is to estimate monthly costs,
revenue and sales, the information on which to base these estimates may be reported most
easily in terms of weekly, biweekly, monthly, or another time period. All responses must be
converted into the same time period for consistency in data entry and analysis.

Note: If the concept of “product cycle” proves too difficult for your clients or interviewers to
understand, this question can be dropped. The following questions—d, e, and f—would then
simply refer to costs, revenue and profit “in the last month” or ““in the last four weeks”.
Respondents can then report amounts according to time periods that are appropriate to their
enterprise.

Q.16.d & Q.17.d. This question requires that the concept of “costs™ be defined and
discussed. Through multiple pre-tests of this series of questions, respondents seemed more
forthcoming, and often more knowledgeable, about their enterprise costs than their revenue or
profit. This sequencing of questions can also help clarify the product or business cycle. The
guestion focuses on direct enterprise costs excluding unpaid labor or expenses for basic
needs.

Enterprise activities will have predictable types of expenses. For example, if a respondent is
reporting on costs and returns to a restaurant, there are predictable types of expenses that you
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should probe for if the respondent does not initially mention them, such as firewood or other
cooking fuel, produce, dry goods, hired labor, and depending on the context, electricity and
taxes.

Respondents can report amounts in whatever period is most appropriate—weekly, bi-weekly
or monthly. Often, production costs will correspond to different periods. However, reporting
amounts per day should, if possible, be converted to either a weekly or monthly period to
facilitate uniform monthly estimates. If amounts are reported in days, you must also record
the number of days this occurred over the last four-week period so that monthly estimates can
be made.

Q.16.e. & Q.17.e. Revenue refers to returns from sales and should include both amounts
paid in cash and amounts owed for sales made on a credit basis. Estimates of revenue can be
very straightforward for certain enterprise activities that are characterized by infrequent but
major sales (such as to wholesalers), but much more difficult to estimate for activities
conducted daily, especially when enterprise and domestic funds are mixed.

Q.16.f. & Q.17.f. Informal entrepreneurs will often net out the household’s daily expenses
for basic needs before they give an estimate of enterprise profit. For example, in Mali, there
were distinct French and Bambara terms for two “types” of profits. The French term
“benefice” referred to sales revenue less direct business expenses such as raw materials,
labor, transportation and fuel. However, “profit” referred to sales revenue less direct
business expenses and indirect expenses like food for oneself and the family, as well as loan
principal and interest. In this case, the term “benefice” was used since it captured the
intended concept of enterprise returns or profit better than the French term “profit.” Clearly,
your choice of words will very much affect the amounts reported.

Q.18. Researchers use this question to rate the respondents’ ability to estimate their costs,
sales and profit. During mock practices of the interview, it is important to determine as a
group what a respondent’s rating should be so that this subjective assessment can be made
more uniform across different interviewers.

Q.19. Determine and record the number of children who helped with either enterprise
activity. It is important to ask this question for both enterprises together, since often the same
children will assist with both. These questions refer to children in general and not just the
respondent’s own children.
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Q.20. Ask the respondent to report the three principal ways enterprise profit was used (in
other words, the three largest investments or expenditures of profits). “Principal” refers to
greatest amount of the profit. Record responses in the order in which they are ranked. If a
respondent only has one or two principal ways, leave the remaining boxes empty. If the
respondent doesn’t know (99), then 99 should be recorded in the box labeled 1% and if the
respondent has no profit (98), then 98 should be recorded in this 1" box.

Q.21-22. You are asking about changes that have been made in the last twelve months.
Again, you might need to clarify that this refers to last year at this month until now. You
should repeat “in the last 12 months™ as you read the choices. For each item on the list of
changes, mark an “X” in the column that shows the respondent’s answer.

MODULE FOUR:

Individual level: Savings and enterprise skills (Questions 23-26)

This module focuses on the individual client; it seeks to learn about the client’s savings and
enterprise skills and how these have changed since joining the program.

Q.23. Refers to personal cash savings. If your program requires savings, you will want to be
careful how you word this question. You should distinguish between 1) program savings;

2) other savings being held elsewhere (in a bank, hidden in the house, etc.); or 3) about both
these types of savings to capture all cash savings. Because the program usually has good
records on required savings, this question should focus on additional savings unknown to the
program. Depending on a respondent’s answer, there are specific instructions for which
follow-up questions to ask. If clients are keeping their savings in something other than cash
(jewelry, small animals, etc), you may want to change the wording of Questions 23 and 24.

Q.24. |s intended only for those respondents who report they had personal cash savings in
guestion #23. It is a retrospective question that tries to capture changes in savings over the
last twelve months. Some programs may want to insert the follow-up question: “Why?”

Q.25. This question may not be immediately clear to respondents, especially if they did not go
through a conscious decision-making process when determining what enterprise activity to
undertake. If the respondent does not fully understand the question, clearly restate it, slowly
emphasizing the terms “factors™ and “consider.” Avoid elaborate explanations of the
guestion’s meaning and giving examples of types of factors, since this would likely bias the
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client’s response. Silent probes such as a pause can be important to give respondents time to
think.

Q.26. As with similar questions, complete the question with the listed statements and mark
the appropriate column with an “X.” Only current clients should be asked the follow-up
question #26.b. Each time a client responds ““yes” to a statement in #26.a., go directly to
#26.b. Note: Be sure to review and adapt this question to make sure it is appropriate for the
program clients. For example, in some cultures it may not be appropriate for a woman to
operate a business outside of her home, and therefore 26.f. would require adaptation. In
Latin America, “different from the location where your family lives” has been interpreted as
a different room from the bedroom, and in the same location.
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MODULE FIVE
Family Level: Assets (Questions 27-29)

The objective of this module is to identify changes in family wealth as indicated by newly
acquired assets and home improvements. You may have to remind the respondent of the
definition of the household—that it is the same as those people they identified for question #7.

Q.27. Establishes an inventory of a specified list of assets that capture a progression of
wealth. There are three ranges of value of assets. The pre-coded answers must be adapted to
the local situation before trying out the question. It is important to clearly state that the
guestion refers to whether the respondent herself or anyone in her household owns these items.
Again, the flow of the questions works best to read across the questions (a-d), item by item.
Only current clients are posed question #27.d. To complete this section correctly and
completely typically requires practice as it is somewhat complicated.

Q.28. This is the first reference to a two-year reporting period, so it is important that you
stress the phrase “during the last two years” and if necessary clarify that this refers to two
years ago at this time until now. Depending on the response to #28, you are instructed to
“jump” to appropriate follow-up questions.

Q.29. As with other questions organized with a table or box format, you must record
responses in the appropriate column rather than in boxes along the right-hand side of the
page. As you read through the list of repairs, improvements or additions, it may be necessary
to refer again to the two-year reporting period. Only current clients are asked question
#29.b., and only when a “Yes” answer is given by a current client in the first column, #29.a.

MODULE SIX
Family Welfare and Coping (Questions 30-33)

The objective of this module is to determine impact on family welfare with questions about
diet, coping with hunger and cash to run the business.

Q.30. Refer to the “last twelve months” and read the pre-coded responses (with the exception
of 99, “Don’t know”) aloud. Depending on the response, the specific follow-up question is
noted.
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Q.31a & Q.31b. As with other questions that allow for multiple responses after the initial
answer, it is important to probe by asking neutral statements like, “Anything else” until the
respondent says, “That is all.”

Q.32a. Captures whether the household experienced a period over the last twelve months of
relatively acute food insecurity. Depending on the response, the specific follow-up question is
noted.

Q.32b. Record responses in terms of “number of months”. However, depending on the setting
or socioeconomic level of the program’s clientele, “number of weeks” might be more
appropriate.

Q.32c. As with other questions that allow for multiple responses after the initial answer, it is
important to probe by asking neutral statements like, “Anything else?”” until the respondent
says, “That is all.”

Q.33a. Refers to the “last 12 months” and, depending on the response, the specific follow-up
guestion is noted.

Q.33b. Record responses in terms of “number of weeks.” Determine whether “number of
months™ or “number of days” might be more appropriate for your clientele.

Note: For non-clients or those just joining the program, question #33 is the last one in the
interview.
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MODULE SEVEN

Difficulty of Paying and Client Satisfaction with program
(Questions 34-37)

These questions are intended for clients only. They attempt to get a sense of the current
clients’ experience and opinions of the program as well as their suggestions for improvements.
If you also plan to use the qualitative Client Satisfaction tool that relies on a focus group
format, you might consider adjusting these questions to correspond more closely to the
information sought during those focus groups.

Q.34 1dentify the client’s difficulty in repaying the loan and the reasons for that difficulty.

Q.35-36. Ask the client to identify what he/she likes most and least about the program.
Common responses have a response category, but there is an option to write in an answer that
is not anticipated.

Q.37. Is an open-ended question that asks clients to identify changes in the program they
would most like to see made.

D.2 Selecting hypotheses and indicators, writing
new questions and testing the instrument

The Standardized Survey

The Impact Survey included in this set of tools constitutes a system for collecting information
to describe, compare, or explain knowledge, attitudes, and behavior. The advantage of the
survey is the structure that its standardized questions provide for classifying information.
(Warwick and Lininger, 1975) Typically, a combination of closed (limited and set responses)
and open-ended (responses not predetermined or limited) questions are used to strike a
balance between rigid standardization and the richness of individual experience. This survey
has been carefully designed and revised several times so that practitioners will not have to
start from scratch. That said, each user will have to adapt the instrument—add or delete
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indicators and rewrite survey questions accordingly—to meet specific institutional needs.
This section provides guidance for this process of adaptation.

Select Your Hypotheses

Chapter 4, Part B contains the hypotheses and indicators used in the generic Impact Survey.
You will want to adapt these hypotheses as needed to reflect what your program believes to be
its impact. You may need to add additional hypotheses. This section of Part D includes some
alternative hypotheses that some microfinance programs have found more appropriate for
their objectives (See Figure 4D-2). REMEMBER:

®* You must first be clear about your hypotheses before trying to create indicators.

® Be sure to maintain a coherent and direct relationship between the hypothesis,
indicators, and the questions that obtain the information about the indicators.

How to use 4B and 4D to adapt the survey

1. Read through all the hypotheses in 4B and mark those relevant to your microfinance
program.

2. For these selected hypotheses, find the corresponding indicators and numbered
guestions and mark them on the generic survey.

3. Identify those indicators related to your selected hypotheses that will NOt capture the
information about your program. You can eliminate the questions related to these
indicators.

4. Look at the demographic and program participation indicators found in the last part of
Part B. Be sure to mark the ones that you want to keep and its corresponding question
number. Make a note of any information that is missing and add new questions to your
version of the survey as necessary.

5. The Survey is provided in a Word file on the CD-Rom. You can delete the questions
that you decided were not useful in Step 3 and get ready to add new questions from #4
and #6.
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6. Now think about your program and its intended impact on clients. What hypotheses
and indicators may be missing that you want to address in your survey? Read this
section of Part D for guidance on formulating hypotheses, indicators and questions.
Figure 4D-2 shows both the hypotheses informing the generic survey and alternative
hypotheses you might find more appropriate.

If you choose to insert new questions, be sure to do so in such a manner that the final version
of your survey has a smooth, logical flow of questions from the point of view of the interviewee.

Selecting Good Indicators

Indicators are criteria or measures against which program changes can be assessed.
Indicators are defined as specific (explicit) and “objectively verifiable measures of changes
or results brought about by an activity” (United Nations, 1984). Several types of indicators
exist.

e Demographic indicators tell us about the client and non-client and allow us to
compare between or among the sample groups.

e Input indicators typically relate to program services such as the number of loans the
client has received.

* Impact indicators establish criteria to measure program impact or client response. The
majority of indicators included in this survey are impact indicators and each
hypothesis has multiple indicators.

e Output or process indicators can help clarify the link between program services and
the desired impact. For example, the Impact Survey includes information gleaned
from program records about the amount of a client’s current loan, her savings, and
how long she has been in the program. Comparing relative impacts within the client
group based on these program-oriented indicators can help demonstrate whether
larger loans or more time in the program is associated with a greater degree of positive
impact.
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Figure 4D-2
Choosing Your Hypotheses

Hypotheses tested by AIMS-SEEP Impact
Survey

Other Possible Hypotheses

At the Enterprise Level
Participation in the program:

increases enterprise income.

e leads to changes in business practices
associated with profitability.

e assists clients to survive periods of reduced

e cash flow.
. increases enterprise assets.
e leads clients to diversify economic activity.

increases the transactional relationships of the
enterprise(s).

leads to a higher level of entry into the business tax
system.

increases the entrepreneur’s abilities of negotiation.
generates conditions for the diversification of
economic activities.

At the Individual Level
Participation in the program;

e leads to increased personal savings.

increases self-esteem

leads to increased confidence and more proactive

behavior.

leads to increased control of resources on the part
of women clients.

leads to increased decision-making in the business.

Note: These hypotheses are tested by the AIMS-SEEP
qualitative tools.

At the H

ousehold Level
Participation in the program:

. leads to increases in household income.

e |eads to increases in household assets.
leads to increases in household welfare
(in such aspects as education, housing, food
security, ability to cope with emergencies).

leads to greater diversification in the sources of
household income.

leads to an increase in expenditures on food,
especially among the very poor.

leads to an increase in the household’s effectiveness
in coping with shocks.

leads to a higher level of intergenerational launching
of businesses.

increases the entrepreneur’s ability to respond to
situations of health emergencies. (See Chapter 4C
"Optional Questions” for the health indicators and
questions that were tested.)

Participati

At the Community Level
bn i thg dreaaMe client’s likelihood to assume

e leads to reducing problematic child
labor in clients’ enterprises
e leads to increased paid employment.

leadership roles in the community.

increases the amount of economic interaction.
increases the amount of funds contributed to
community activities.

Indicators might be direct or indirect. Indirect impact indicators often are called “proxy”
indicators—selected because the direct indicator is too difficult to measure (costly, time-
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consuming, and so forth). For example, a proxy indicator for “increased household income™
found in the Impact Survey is “percentage of clients reporting increased income over the last
12 months.” This proxy indicator was used because quantifying total household income
would require more time, resources, and accuracy than seemed feasible for most
practitioners.

The selection of indicators is based on experience, industry standards, available information,
and to a degree, common sense. Ideally, indicators will have the following characteristics
(Barton, 1997; United Nations, 1984). They should be:

e valid—measure what they are intended to measure and capture effects due to the
program intervention rather than external factors;

o reliable—vyerifiable and objective so that if measured at different times or places or
with different people, the conclusions would be the same;

e relevant_dijrectly linked to the objectives of the program intervention;
e technically feasible_—capable of being assessed and measured:;

e usable—the indicator should be understandable and ideally provide useful
information to assess program performance and for decision-making;

e sensitive_capable of demonstrating changes and capturing change in the outcome of
interest (national per capita income is unlikely to be sensitive to the effects of a single
intervention);

e timely—possible to collect relatively quickly;

o cost-effective_the information provided by the indicator is worth the cost to collect,
process, and analyze; and

e ethical —collection and use of the indicator is acceptable to those providing the
information.

Few indicators incorporate all these desired characteristics. Still, it is useful to consider the
ideal features when choosing either individual indicators or a set of indicators to assess.

For a shortcut to good indicators, use the SMART guide to verify that your selected indicator
is:

Specific
Measurable
Accurate
Relevant
Time-Specific
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As with the number of hypotheses, the larger the total number of indicators that you choose to
measure, the more costly and elaborate the required evaluation tools and effort.

Writing a Good Questionnaire

If you decide on some new indicators, you will need to write questions that “operationalize”
them on the survey instrument. Often, multiple questions are needed in order to get the
information for an indicator. The questions below, as well as the list in Figure 3-3,
“Qualities of Clear Survey Questions,” are guidelines to follow when adapting or adding
guestions to the survey. Assess each change you make against these criteria to ensure that it
will provide the most complete and accurate information possible.

e Are the words simple, direct, and familiar to all respondents ?
Do not use technical jargon or region-specific terms. Use terms that people of all
education levels will understand. For example, someone may not be able to say what
their “marital status™ is, but they know if they are married, single, divorced,
separated, or widowed.

e Is the question as clear and specific as possible ?
Avoid questions that are too general, too complex, or ambiguous. For example, the
question, “What type of community is this?” does not focus respondents on any specific
aspect of the community. Also do not use questions with indefinite words such as
“often” gr “usually.”

e Does the question include more than one item or issue?
It can be tempting to save time and space by combining two questions or two issues,
but this short-cut will hinder analysis and interpretation of results since the response
will not be clear. For example, the question, “Do you plan to stop doing this enterprise
and start another enterprise in the coming year?” should be broken into two separate
questions.

e Is the question leading or loaded?
A leading question encourages the respondent to give a certain type of answer. A
loaded question uses emotionally charged words or stereotypes. For example, a
leading question would be, “Don’t you agree?” and a loaded question would be,
“What usurious interest rate do you think the program should charge?”

e |s the question applicable to all respondents?
Asking a respondent who is single the age of her husband is annoying and potentially
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misleading since she may feel obliged to give some answer. Instructions to skip or
“filter”” questions need to be included if a question is not applicable to all
respondents.

e Can the question be shortened without losing meaning?

As a final test, read the questions and delete any extra, unnecessary words to make
them as short as possible. (Warwick and Lininger, 1975)

Figure 4D-3 Translating the study objectives into
specific questions is typically a process of

Qualities of Clear Survey Questions trial and error that involves a lot of

Questions that are clear and make sense to the discussion and pre-testing of questions
respondent: (Warwick and Lininger, 1975). Much of

e Use correct grammar and syntax and this effort focuses on crafting questions,

conventional language. selecting the total number of questions,

e Call for one thought at a time with mutually | determining the sequence of questions,
exclusive questions. and finally, putting it all together in an

e Are concrete. overall survey instrument that will

e Specify clear time periods for which the maintain the interest and motivation of the
respondent should report. respondent

e Do not use biased wording.

e Avoid negative phrasing Testing the Instrument

Field testing the survey instrument with a
(Fink, 1995) small number of clients is both good
training and necessary preparation for the
actual data collection.

Some reasons to conduct a pre-test are:

®* To identify language or wording problems in the questionnaire that might cause
confusion and to make revisions before conducting the “real” interviews;

®* To find out how long the interview takes in order to schedule a large number of them;
and

® To gain confidence to conduct the interview.

After testing the instrument, ask the following questions to evaluate the instrument’s
“performance.”
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®* Were the questions clear, easily understood, and specific? Did respondents frequently
ask for clarification of any questions? Were any questions redundant?

®* Were the response choices appropriate and comprehensive? Did respondents offer a
number of “other” responses to any list of choices?

®* How much effort was required to answer? Was the respondent able and willing to
answer all the questions? Did the respondent lose interest in a question or a set of
questions?

* Did the researchers have trouble with any of the questions?

* Did the nature or format of any of the questions bias the clients’ responses?

®* Were the questions in the right order? Were the transitions between questions smooth?
®* How much time did the interview take? How much time did each section take?

® Was there variance in the answers to the questions? Were there rare events?

Use the answers to these questions to help you revise the instrument again.

D.3 CASHPOR'’s Experience Revising the Survey

The CASHPOR/ASHI Example

In the Phillipines in 2000, ASHI (Ahon Sa Hirap), a 10-year old microfinance program
serving approximately 8,000 clients, undertook an impact assessment using the AIMS-SEEP
tools which was the “debut” of these five tools in Asia. In preparation for the ASHI impact
assessment, a team of practitioners, including representatives from CASHPOR Network in
Asia and PHILNET in the Philippines, worked to customize the tools to Grameen Bank
replicators, ASHI’s program, and the Philippines context. The Impact Survey presented in
this chapter underwent the most significant changes. Because this adaptation offers the best
currently available example of both the rationale for and process of revising survey design, it
is described here in detail, exerpted from the CASHPOR publication, Poverty Reduced
Through Microfinance: The Impact of ASHI in the Philippines (Todd, 2000).

The Rationale: Why did CASHPOR and ASHI choose to adapt the survey?

Representing largely Grameen Bank replicators, the PHILNET and CASHPOR team knew
that a major change in the Impact Survey would be needed to test one underlying hypothesis,
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“Access to microfinance services over several years reduces household poverty.” Guided by
this basic mission, Grameen Bank replicators need to know if poverty is declining, at what
rate for different groups, and by what processes. They identified two ways in which the
generic AIMS-SEEP survey needed to be adapted to make it more relevant to their programs:

®* The main emphasis of the survey needed to shift from impact on the client’s enterprise,
to impact on her household’s poverty status.

® Poor clients of MFIs in the Philippines normally spread their loan capital over a
number of livelihood activities—multiple economic activities including farming,
fishing, casual labor and animal husbandry. To gauge their level of poverty, the
survey would need to capture all sources of income, including agricultural income that
is not recognized in the generic version of the Impact Survey.

The Changes: How did CASHPOR actually adapt the survey?

CASHPOR'’s emphasis on household poverty alleviation led the team to test the following
additional hypotheses:

1. Households will use access to credit to move out of agricultural or casual labor into
self-employment, including farming.

2. Major demographic events, like the death of an income earner or a natural disaster,
can lead to an increase in household poverty.

3. Participation in microfinance services leads to increases in household productive
assets.

The principal changes to the survey can be summarized as follows:

1. Survey questions determining enterprise income and profits have been replaced with
those focusing on the household and all its sources of income.

2. Actual amounts of income (captured by Questions 16 and 17 of the generic survey)
have been replaced by proxies for household income.

The team agreed that total household income is difficult and expensive to determine; the
seasonal and irregular nature of poor families’ incomes opens the door to many inaccuracies.
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Clients’ ability to recall, coupled with their hesitancy to share detailed, personal financial
information also undermine the validity of this kind of data. Therefore, ASHI replaced the
guestions seeking to construct actual income and profits with the following three indicators or
proxies of normal household income, which it believes can be collected more easily and with
a higher degree of accuracy than income figures based on client recall.

1. current sources of income for the whole household:;

2. current ownership of assets;

3. the score on the ASHI House Index, which measures the size, materials and structure
of the house.

These three indicators were given equal weight in the construction of a Poverty Status Index
used to determine current poverty status. A score on this Index determines the grouping of
households into poverty categories-very poor, moderately poor and not poor. Both the
indicators and the poverty rankings are discussed below.

Indicators

Sources of income:  The survey collects information on the occupations of all the earning
members of the household and the work history of each member since joining ASHI (or in the
case of the comparison group, over the past four years). Occupations can be classified into
seven categories ranging from the most irregular and lowly paid (like washing clothes for
others) to more highly paid and regular forms of work (like plying one’s own tricycle, running
a grocery store or doing permanent salaried work). Fishing and farming, which are both very
important activities in the Laguna area of the Philippines, are classified as traditional
activities, like gathering forest produce or fishing with a rowboat and net, where returns are
low. Other pursuits, like growing rice paddies on owned or leased land, or operating modern
fish pens or cages, are classified as modern or landed activites with much higher returns to
labor. Data collected on the client’s and spouse’s occupations at program entry allowed for a
longitudinal comparison in an otherwise cross-sectional survey.

Household assets: Similarly, the survey ranks productive assets in three value categories and
determines whether they have been acquired since joining the program.

® very poor (e.g., household goods valued at less than P10,000 (approximately US$200),
small animals such as chickens, simple tools)
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* relatively poor (e.g., small boat and motor, 3 or more pigs, sewing machine, carpentry
tools and machinery)

®* non-poor (e.g., car or truck, tractor, grain mill, passenger boat, large animals, etc.)

Clients’ responses can be compared with assets reported at the time of program entry. Non-
clients are asked whether they have acquired the items during the past four years.

Quality of housing: Like many Grameen Bank replicators, the ASHI team uses its own house
index (originally developed by CASHPOR) that scores the size, structure and roof of the house
to qualify clients for its program. Those with scores over a certain level on the house index
are ineligible to join. The staff is already trained to use the house index through observation;
no questions are required. For the Impact Survey, the housing index was re-applied, and
these new scores were compared to each client’s score at time of entry in the program. This is
a longitudinal comparison of housing status in an otherwise cross-sectional survey.

These measures are grouped with equal weights into a simple Poverty Status IndeX, with three
categories: Very Poor, Moderately Poor and Non Poor. Movement from one category to
another is regarded as a significant change in poverty status.

Poverty Categories

Very Poor — |rregular, low income, minimal productive assets and poor quality housing. (e.g.,
contract or casual labor, traditional fisheries, farming on forest land, small scale
poultry/ducks, 1 pig. Mobile vending or services with very small working capital. Wife in
casual labor, like laundry, or not earning. Husband jeepney/tricycle driver but not an
owner). No income from children, if husband and wife are working.

Moderately Poor — More regular income, based on use and ownership of small productive
assets. Additional income from wife’s self-employment and children in casual labor. Housing
guality is medium. (e.g., Self-employment from fixed location, or using machinery or larger
working capital. Farming on leased land of less than 1 acre or own land of less than half an
acre. Fish cage or boat with engine. Transport service with pedicab or used tricycle. 2 pigs, 1
horse, 1 cow).

Non Poor — Higher income based on ownership and use of larger productive assets. Housing
guality is high. (e.g., modern fisheries — pen, fiberglass boat with engine; farming on own
land more than half an acre or lease of more than 1 acre; rent out of land or building; regular
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salaried work; member of the family a balikbayan; self-employment with separate fixed
location, large working capital and own machinery or equipment. Transport service with new
tricycle, second-hand or new passenger boat or jeepney. Additional income from children in
factory or salaried work, or more skilled contract work as welder, plumber, or jeepney
driver).

Finally, the CASHPOR tool also took into consideration the dependency ratio that is figured
dividing the answer to Q.7. (# of household members) by the answer to Q.8.a.
(# economically active) on the generic Survey.

The Process: How did ASHI undertake this adaptation process?

A team of six practitioners from microfinance institutions in the Philippines and two
representatives from CASHPOR and PHILNET formed to customize the tools. They spent one
week together in September 1999 to review the hypotheses in the Impact Survey, revise the
indicators, customize all the tools to ASHI and the local context, translate them and field test
them with ASHI clients. At this time, the team also decided on the sample design, and
discussed the budget and logistical requirements.

Constructing a Poverty Status Index is a key part of the training prior to administering the
survey. Staff must draw on their local knowledge and experience to devise a list of
occupations and corresponding incomes. The list of assets must also be customized. And of
course, the criteria each program uses to categorize their clients as poor, moderately poor and
non poor will vary by context.
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Stocktaking: What are the advantages and disadvantages of ASHI’s approach?

Figure 4D-4

Evaluating CASHPOR’s survey adaptation

Advantages

Disadvantages

e Staff take ownership of the instrument. .

e Indicators are tailored to economic
realities of poor clients.

e Identifies the type of movement in
occupations, assets and housing that is

expected when the program has positive .

impact.
e These indicators measure movement along

poverty spectrum and the results of seeing .

persons move from very poor to non-poor
are more dramatic than can be displayed
by the generic survey.

e These indicators easier to measure than
changes in net income of businesses.

e They capture a more complete household
economic picture.

May be less appropriate for MFIs that do
not target client groups as specifically as
Grameen programs do. For programs with
a more diverse clientele, enterprise growth
is likely to be more important.

Designing and testing the appropriate
indices (occupation, housing, assets) takes
more time and team work.

The importance of rating the answers
consistently requires good quality control
in the coding.

The CASHPOR/ASHI surveys for clients and non-clients can be found in Appendix 4.2 on the

CD accompanying this manual.

(Note that they decided to create a separate form for non-clients to eliminate any confusion
over the questions for clients only or for non-clients only that can occur with the generic

survey).
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Sampling Guidelines for the
AIMS-SEEP Survey

[] E1 Why Sample?

The main reason for survey sampling is to ensure that those interviewed fairly represent the
population of clients. A survey sample, then, should have the qualities of being as much like
the population from which it was drawn as possible.

Many poor studies can be traced directly to poor survey sampling. Statements like “you left
these people out” or “you favored these people” are common criticisms of evaluations. These
criticisms are directly linked to who was included or excluded in the study, which then may
be considered to be biased. The most common way to achieve adequate representation and
fairness is to use random sampling. A random sample is one in which any member of a group

(called a population jn statistics) has an equal chance of being selected. Achieving
randomness can be very easy or quite complex, depending on a variety of circumstances.

However, poor randomization is not the only cause of biased samples. More often, poor group
definition, interviewer error, or inadequate records cause distortions in the sample. The
following examples illustrate this point:

® If a researcher wanted to survey a sample of clients from a specific microenterprise
lending institution, he might suggest taking a random sample from that institution’s client
list. But if said client list is not up-to-date, it might lack new clients. Or if program
officers have excluded certain problematic groups from the client list, it does not
accurately represent the whole client population served by the program. Such a sample
would thus be biased. To avoid these biases, the researcher should insist upon receiving a
complete and current list.

®* “Tarmac bias,” common in many studies, occurs when those interviewed are chosen
based on how accessible they are. For example, an interviewer might decide to interview
an individual who lives near the road instead of one selected in the sample who lives far
from the road.
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Other common sources of bias include age, gender, and income. It is important for the
research designer to think carefully about sources of bias in taking a sample, and then think
of clever ways to avoid them.

E.2 Sample Size

How big a survey sample should be drawn? A statistician will tend to offer a maximalist

answ